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1. Abstract 
This paper includes a theoretical understanding of the affects of rhetoric, metaphors and 
dehumanisations in political speeches. This theoretical framework is used to analyse specific 
chosen speeches of Barack Obama, David Cameron, Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton. The analysis 
is done in order to get a comprehension of how rhetoric, metaphors and dehumanisations, in the 
analysed speeches, are influencing the image and perception of Muslims and IS. An understanding 
of what affect the modern media has on this image and perception of Muslims and IS is also 
provided, in order to get a broader perspective. An understanding of the image and perception of 
Muslims in the Western world is also included, with both a historical and contemporary focus.  
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2. Introduction 
The general aim of this paper is to understand how the language of certain selected speeches is 
influencing the image of Muslims and IS. All the analysed speeches are either fully or partly about 
IS and Muslims. These are the analysed speeches; 
 
- Barack Obama speech 1. UN assembly 24 September 2014 
- Barack Obama speech 2. Address to the Nation on Foreign and Domestic Counter-Terrorism 
Strategies. 3 December 2015 
- Barack Obama speech 3. Address to the Nation on Foreign and Domestic Counter-Terrorism 
Strategies. 3 December 2015 
- David Cameron speech 1. Statement 12 November 2015 
- David Cameron speech 2. Statement on the killing of British aid worker David Haines . 14 
September 2014 
- Donald Trump speech 1. 16 June 2015 
- Hillary Clinton speech 1. Opening statement CBS democratic debate 14 November 2015 
 
The theoretical framework of this project is based on a comprehension of rhetoric, metaphors, 
ideology and myth, and the theory of dehumanization. Firstly, there is a detailed comprehension 
of the concept of rhetoric, with a focus on Ethos, Logos and Pathos. Thereafter follows a chapter 
about the metaphors, and the connection between metaphors and rhetoric. The chapters about 
ideology and myth serve as a perspective to the understanding of metaphors, by defining both the 
concept of ideology and the concept of myths and what effect they have. The final theoretical 
chapter in the paper is about the concept of dehumanization.  
An understanding of the context in which the speeches are held, is also provided in the paper. This 
chapter focuses on the image and perception of Muslims and IS, both from a historical and 
contemporary perspective. The influence that media has on the image and perception of Muslims 
and IS, in the Western world, is also analysed. This provides a broader understanding of the image 
of Muslims and IS, than an understanding that is only based on an analysis of the speeches. 
Moreover, a comprehension of what influence the audience has on the effect of the speeches is 
provided. This means that the meaning and influence that a speech has is not only determined by 
the speaker, but is determined both by the speaker and the audience. The entire theoretical 
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framework function as an understanding of how language affect the image and perception of 
Muslims and IS, in the analysed speeches.  
The analyses, in this paper, is based on three different identifications;  
FIrstly, an identification of metaphors in the speeches based on the critical metaphors methods, as 
defined by Charteris-Black (2011). This identification is used to further analyse the selected 
metaphors, based on the theoretical framework.  
Secondly, an identification of words describing and defining IS. The words identified are then 
analysed, based on the theory about metaphors, ideology, myth and dehumanization. 
Thirdly, an understanding of rhetoric in selected parts of the speeches, with a specific focus on 
Ethos, Logos and Pathos. This analysis is conducted based on the theory about rhetoric, and 
specifically about Ethos, Logos and Pathos.  
Finally, is provided a conclusion on how the analysed language in the speeches affect the image 
and perception of IS and Muslims. Furthermore, is provided a perspective, which includes an 
understanding of the image of IS and Muslims in the Western world, and an understanding of the 
audience and what affect it has on the. 
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3. Problem area 
Seven speeches are analysed in this paper, which are all concerning Muslims and IS, the group also 
known as ISIL, ISIS or IS, but in this paper called IS.  
So, how are the rhetoric and the words of these speeches influencing the image of Muslims and IS. 
The aim of this paper is therefore not to deeply clarify whether the words and subjective 
definitions of Muslims and IS are true. The aim is, however, to understand how the image and 
perception of these groups is created by language. So, firstly, how does language affect the image 
and perception of groups, like Muslims and IS. What is it, specifically, in language that affect this 
image and perception. How does rhetoric, metaphors, ideology, myths and dehumanization affect 
this image and perception, and how do analysed parts of the speeches affect the image and 
perception, based on this theoretical framework about rhetoric, ideology, myths and 
dehumanization.  
Based on an analysis of specific speeches, how can the language of these speeches be seen, in a 
perspective of how they affect the image of Muslims and IS? 
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4. Limitations 
The problem of this paper could indicate that the aim is to understand the image and perception 
of Muslims and IS, in both a European and American discourse. However, understanding this in a 
geographical specification that covers entire Europe and America would demand a paper that 
extends the length of this paper. This means that the image and perception of Muslims and IS may 
be different within the Western world. For example, different images and perceptions from 
country to country within Europe. However, the concept of one united “Western world” is used in 
this paper.   
Other aspects than the attacks on World Trade Center and the creation of IS itself, can be seen as 
influential to the creation of the image of Muslims and IS in a European and American discourse 
and context. The television media is, for example, the media that provides a big part of the stories 
that the general public see. The media can therefore also be estimated to be an influential part to 
the creation of the image and perception of Muslims and Is. A perspective to the general picture 
of Muslims and IS in the Western media will be provided. However, this perspective will not be 
able to cover the picture based on a country specific understanding. This means that there can be 
slight differences between countries in the Western world, when it comes to the picture of 
Muslims and IS in their media.  
Furthermore, the central aim of this paper is to understand how the language affects the image 
and perception. So, the understanding of the affect that media has will only serve as a perspective 
in this paper. Moreover, the understanding of the general image of Muslims and IS in the Western 
world, both historically and contemporarily, will also only serve as a perspective in this paper. 
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5. Rhetoric 
It is important to understand why there is a focus on rhetoric in this paper. The focus could also 
have been on other aspects, which are important to the language of the analyzed speeches. For 
example, it is not only the language which is important to the persuasiveness of a given speech. 
Especially in a modern world where most of the political communication is through media. This 
makes body language and clothes important aspects in the political communication, and therefore 
also the persuasiveness of the given speech (Charteris-Black, 2011:7).  The main aim of this project 
is to understand how the given analysed speeches influence the audience's image and perception 
of Muslims and IS. It is therefore relevant to analyse the rhetoric of the given speeches, since 
rhetoric is defined as essential for persuading a given audience. This means that rhetoric has the 
potential to persuade the audience, and therefore also to affect the image of Muslims and IS, by 
arguing based on rhetoric. (Charteris-Black, 2011:7). Additionally, it is defined that; “audiences are 
only persuaded when the speaker's rhetoric is successful” (Charteris-Black, 2011:7). So, rhetoric is 
essential in order to persuade a given audience, which therefore indicates that analysing rhetorics 
of a given speech is relevant to understand how that given speech affects the audience. 
Specifically, how rhetoric affect the argumentation about Muslims and IS, and therefore also the 
image and perception of these two groups. However, it is also important to recognize that there 
are some aspect, which are important to the persuasiveness of the given speech that will not be 
analysed.  
This chapter will provide a broad understanding of rhetoric, with a specific focus on how rhetoric 
affects the audience. Furthermore, an understanding of ethos, logos and pathos will be provided. 
However, firstly, will follow a perspective to the history of rhetoric.  
 
The development of the rhetorical theory goes back to ancient Greece, with Aristotle being an 
important contributor (Charteris-Black, 2011:7). There were different approaches to 
persuasiveness in ancient Greece. Socrates believed in a permanent truth, which meant that he 
resisted the idea that persuasive appeals should be given according to different contexts. 
However, Aristotle and Quintilian believed and recognised that it required different methods of 
persuasion in different contexts (Charteris-Black, 2011:6).  
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Both Socrates and Plato criticised rhetoric for its lack of interest in a truth that is liberated from 
the speaker's own interests. Accordingly, they did not see rhetoric as suitable with the purpose of 
philosophy, which is to perceive the truth independently and freely without interference from a 
speaker´s own interests. An opposition between rhetoric and dialect therefore developed in the 
classical period. Dialect was concerned with presenting and giving equal weight to both sides of a 
given argument, when the arguments appear in a debate. This was different than rhetoric, which 
was concerned with demonstrating and arguing the case from only one point of view (Charteris-
Black, 2011:16).  
 
It is clear that rhetoric and persuasion are inseparable, since rhetoric is defined as range of 
methods to persuade the listener. However, it is essential to recognize that persuasion assumes 
that there exist a preceding intention from the speaker. Persuasion is therefore a deliberate use of 
rhetoric to change or confirm the audience's thinking. There are, though, also other aspects that 
influence the persuasion, such as appearance. It is, however, defined by Charteris-Black (2011), 
that; “it is rare in political context to be persuaded by appearance alone” (Charteris-Black, 
2011:13). Following this, it should be assumed that language is the essential part of persuasion in 
political context. Persuasion is therefore considered as a type of language that changes cognition. 
The persuasion can both be in a perspective of reinforcing, confirming or changing how the 
audience thinks. For example, a political speaker that speaks at a nationalist party convention 
would most probably be likely to confirm or reinforce the representation of ´the nation´ positively. 
Moreover, Charteris-Black (2011), describe that dehumanising metaphors could be used, 
specifically at a right-wing meeting, in order to reinforce some given pre-existing stereotypes 
about `immigrants´.  (Charteris-Black, 2011:13). This exemplifies that the audience's way of 
thinking beforehand is relevant to the persuasion of that given audience.  
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5.1 Ethos, Logos and Pathos  
 
Aristotle´s theory about rhetoric was based on three, so called, artistic proofs, called ethos, logos 
and pathos. He defined that the successful rhetorician should be able to provoke feelings (pathos), 
support the argumentation with logical argumentation (logos) and that he or she should be 
trustable in his argumentation based on his own character (ethos) (Charteris-Black, 2011:7). The 
following figure illustrates and defines how the three artistic proofs are related to persuasion.  
 
 
Figure 1. Rhetorical means for persuasion in political communication (Charteris-Black, 2011:14). 
 
Ethos. “Having the right intentions” 
Argumentation based on ethos, is based on the speakers ethical integrity. So, argumentation 
based on ethos is when the argumentation is based on the speaker's own integrity. This means 
that the argumentation is based on the audience view of the speaker. Ethos is essential to rhetoric 
and therefore also persuasion. It is defined as a prerequisite for persuasion and for ´being right´, 
which can be seen in figure (). This is since, as defined by Charteris-Black (2011); “when the people 
no longer trust their leader, any arguments or narratives that he offers will not be persuasive” 
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(Charteris-Black, 2011:15). This identifies ´trust´ as essential to Ethos, and therefore also essential 
to rhetorics and persuasion. This shows why corruption scandals are so harmful to politicians, 
because they indicate that the given politician has the wrong intentions and that he or she cannot 
be trusted (Charteris-Black, 2011:15).  
 
Logos. “Thinking right” 
Logos is concerned with argumentation that is based on logic. This means that logos is a rhetorical 
means for persuasion, that is based on that the argumentation is based on rationality (Charteris-
Black, 2011:15). 
Simplifying abstract issues is essential to logical argumentation. This simplification of abstract 
issues can be established by using and activating pre-existing knowledge of the given audience, 
which is done frequently by using metaphors. So, metaphors enable the speaker to simplify 
specific issues, by explaining them with the use of metaphors (Charteris-Black, 2011:34). This 
means that metaphors are essential to rhetorical argumentation based on logos.  
 
Pathos. “Sounding right” 
Using Pathos in persuasion involves the use of emotions in your argumentation. This means that 
the argumentation and persuasion includes use of language that enables the speaker to engage 
emotionally with a given audience. This can, for example, be done by awaking feelings such as fear 
and hate. It can also be done through empathy and humour (Charteris-Black, 2011:15). 
 
Telling the right story 
This part of the figure, “telling the right story”, is concerned with the choice of story that the 
speaker makes. So, this part is concerned with the decision the speaker has about which stories to 
tell in a given speech. This means that the speaker should provide a ´frame´ that fits to the given 
audience he or she is speaking to, which should be understood in the way that the given choosen 
story should fit relatively the assumptions and previous experiences that the given audience has 
about the world (Charteris-Black, 2011:15).  
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It is defined that metaphors serve as a central contribution to the development of political myths 
and therefore also to the establishment of the ´telling the right story´. It is furthermore explained, 
by Charteris-Black (2011), that;  
 
“One of the major advantages of metaphor is that, because it is not too specific or precise, it is 
open to multiple interpretations and like many persuasive mental representations, allows hearers 
to bring their own meanings to a text.” (Charteris-Black, 2011:38) 
 
This means that the given story, explained by the speaker, is open to multiple interpretations, if it 
is based on metaphors. The audience will therefore bring their own meaning to a given story. So, 
the individuals in the audience will be able to have many different persuasive mental 
representations. This means that the given story will be able to be persuasive to a wider section of 
the audience, if the story is based on metaphors (Charteris-Black, 2011:38). 
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5.2 Rhetoric and metaphors 
Defining metaphors 
Aristotle originally defined a metaphor as “giving the thing a name that belongs to something else” 
(Charteris-Black, 2011:31). This definition corresponds to the etymological origin of ´metaphor´, 
which relates back to the Greek word metapherein, which means ´to transfer´. However, there are 
multiple definitions of ´metaphors´. Charteris-Black (2011), define metaphors with these words; “I 
will define a metaphor as a word or phrase that is used with a sense that differs from another 
more common or more basic sense that this word or phrase has” (Charteris-Black, 2011: 31). This is 
based on that the common word has its literal meaning. Later in this paper will be provided an 
example of how Margaret Thatcher used metaphors, such as a second-hand car, an illness, a sin or 
an unreliable person, in order to describe socialism. Describing, for example, socialism as an illness 
to society would clearly not be the most common and literal meaning of the word illness, 
according to my estimation. The common meaning and literal meaning of illness could therefore 
be estimated to be about an illness to a person, as a person being sick. However, in this example it 
is used to define the effect that socialism has on society. This illustrates that this definition of the 
common meaning or literal meaning of a given word is subjective. This also means that a 
metaphor emerge from the way a given word is used, which means that any given word is a 
metaphor, if it is used to make it one. So, metaphors emerge based on our own expectation about 
meaning of a given word, which is based on the individual's knowledge of how the given word 
have been used previously (Charteris-Black, 2011: 31). 
The fundamental purpose of metaphors in political communication and in political rhetorics is to 
frame a view and understanding of given political issue. This is, for instance, done by making 
negative representations of issues that are established as problematic. Whereas, positive 
representations are used in order to create solutions to given issues  (Charteris-Black, 2011: 32) 
 
It is defined by, Charteris-Black (2011), that people are reluctant to change. This illustrates that the 
speaker has to relate a given argumentation for change to something that the audience already 
believes in, in order to persuade the given audience. This means that a given argumentation to 
change something can become more persuasive to the audience by reflecting the argumentation 
15 
 
 
to something that the audience already believes in and have knowledge about. The argumentation 
that is based on what the audience already believes is called an ´anchor´, if it is used to; “relate 
change to something in which the persuadee already believes” (Charteris-Black, 2011:17). So, the 
audience will respond in a more positive way to proposed actions, if those proposed actions are 
explained with reference to familiar experiences (Charteris-Black, 2011:17).  
It is argued that metaphors can play the same role as an ´anchor´ and that an ´anchor´ can be 
created by a metaphor. Charteris-Black (2011) argues that metaphors are;  
 
“an effective rhetorical means for persuading because metaphors work by transferring what is 
already known to understand things that are less well known and therefore activates pre-existing 
knowledge” (Charteris-Black, 2011:18). 
 
It is therefore important to understand that a metaphor can make things more understandable to 
the audience, by transferring the meaning from something which is not well known, to become 
something well known. This illustrates that metaphors are important to the meaning of a speech. 
So, there is a specific focus on metaphors in this paper. Firstly, to identify the metaphors in the 
analysed speeches. Thereafter, to analyse and understand the given metaphors. Looking at 
Margaret Thatcher's use of metaphors, it can be seen how it provides clear evidence that a use of 
metaphors can activate deep human emotions, such as two of the deepest human emotions; love 
of life and fear of death. It is furthermore specified that Margaret Thatcher's use of metaphors 
was heavily based on a sophisticated handling of myth. Looking more specifically on the 
metaphors she used, it can be argued that she based some of her metaphors on a lexicon of war. 
This can be seen when she employed words like ´fight´ and ´battle´. This gave her the ability to 
arouse emotions, such as resentment, anger and pride, which are all associated with the lexicon of 
war and words like ´fight´ and ´battle´ (Charteris-Black, 2011:23). Charteris-Black (2011), 
furthermore describes that; 
 
“These emotions then evoke feelings of antipathy towards an implied or named ´enemy´ - or 
´villain´ - and feelings of loyalty and affection towards a ´hero´ figure with whom they identify” 
   (Charteris-Black, 2011:23)  
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Margaret Thatcher did also use metaphors and myths in her argumentation against socialism as an 
ideology. She did so by using a selection of metaphors that contributed to a negative 
representation of socialism. These negative metaphors and myths ranged from a second-hand car, 
an illness, a sin or an unreliable person (Charteris-Black, 2011:25).  
 
Another example of usage of metaphors in political communication can be seen in Britain. The 
conservative politician in Britain, Norman Tebbit, claimed that; “Britain was in danger of being 
´swamped´ by immigrants” (Charteris-Black, 2011:24). The word ´swamped´ did indicate that 
Britain was about to be overwhelmed by something bad, as a swamp (Charteris-Black, 2011:24). 
This shows how one word has a given set of associations attached to the word.  How the 
metaphor changes the meaning of a given situation and affects the feelings that people have to 
that given situation, by using a word that people associate with something unpleasant. This is 
essential in this paper, since metaphors, as described in this chapter, possesses the ability to 
change the image and perception of groups. So, metaphors are analysed in this paper because of 
the ability to change the image and perception, and therefore possibly affecting the image and 
perception of Muslims and Islam for the listeners of the analysed speeches.  
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5.3 Ideology and myth 
 
Ideology 
It is important to understand the concept of ideology because it represents an organised and 
systematic representation of the world. This means that an ideology represents coherent beliefs 
and ideas that are shared by a group of people. It is therefore contributing to a creation of group 
identity (Charteris-Black, 2011:22). It can, for example, be seen how ideology is the basis of the 
division into two political parties in USA- the democratic party, which is based on a liberal 
ideology, and the republican party, which is based on a conservative ideology. This organisation of 
parties, based on ideologies, is essential to group identities. Furthermore, it is also significant to 
recognize that argumentation and persuasion based on the ideology of a given audience can be 
assumed to be persuasive.  
Ideology is also closely related to the establishment of some actions as legitimate, which means 
that given actions can be seen as legitimate if they fit under the general ideas behind an ideology. 
This means that ideology is not pragmatic, since it is based on general ideas and beliefs. For 
example, a liberal ideology could see actions as legitimate because those actions will contribute to 
increase freedom, according to the argumentation. This means that a liberal ideology always will 
legitimate actions that will increase freedom. Correspondingly, a conservative ideology could be 
seen as being against abortion, based on the ideology. So, an argumentation based on a 
conservative ideology could argue against abortion, without being pragmatic, which would include 
looking at the specific situation.  
It is described, by Charteris-Black (2011), that: 
 
“An ideology is based on a set of intentions that are claimed to be ´right´ and combines right 
thinking, having the right intentions and telling the right story because a group that is united for 
social purposes needs to have a story to tell (Charteris-Black, 2011:22)” 
 
This means that argumentation based on ideology is based on ´thinking right´ (logos), ´having the 
right intentions´ (ethos) and ´telling the right story´. So, argumentation based on ideology is 
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defined as being based on logos and ethos, and also as being telling the right story, if the given 
ideology is the same as the ideology of the audience. This means that argumentation based on  
ideology is persuasive, if it fits the ideology of the audience. So, it is important to understand the 
ideology of an audience of a given speech. Additionally, it is also important to understand and 
analyse if the given speaker is using ideology in his argumentation.  
 
Myth 
Another way of arguing and explaining a given situation is by providing a myth. An example of a 
myth could be a given story that explains something about good and evil, with, for example, the 
use of the opposition between heaven and hell. This means that a myth provides a story of 
something that is considered to be mysterious. Both ideology and myth share a persuasive 
intention, and a myth does so by providing a story that express some aspects of the unconscious 
to the audience . In political communication, the general function of myths is to construct positive 
or negative images (Charteris-Black, 2011:22). This could, for example, be positive or negative 
images of a given group. It is described, by Charteris-Black (2011), that this contributes 
considerably to ´telling the right story´, which is the bottom box in figure (). It is moreover 
described that metaphors usually are used in order to create the mythic thinking.  
The aforementioned metaphor by the Conservative politician, Norman Tebbit, in Britain, is also an 
example of a myth. Norman Tebbit claimed that Britain should be careful not to be ´swamped´ by 
immigrants. The myth could, therefore, be that immigrants eventually will outnumber the native 
British population. However, as Charteris-Black (2011) describes; “in reality it is often the 
immigrants that are absorbed into the native ´swamp´ in multicultural societies” (Charteris-Black, 
2011:24) 
Another example of a myth in political communication, specifically in American political context, is 
the American dream. This narrative of the American dream arouse some positive images and 
associations in an American context, which can, according to Charteris-Black (2011) be 
paraphrased as;”hopes for a future that is better than the present”(Charteris-Black, 2011:39). 
Generally, it can be said that the metaphorical use of the word ´dream´ can construct a myth of an 
imaginary ideal future. It can also be said that this imaginary ideal future will be persuasive to a 
broad quantity of the audience because of the flexible nature of myths based on dreams. So, 
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myths based on dreams, such as the myth of the American dream, will be mainly be interpreted 
positively by the audience, but it will also be interpreted divergently by the audience. The 
American dream myth will therefore enable a politician in America to unite a diverse audience, by 
creating a persuasive and positive image to the audience, even though the audience is diverse in 
many aspects (Charteris-Black, 2011:39). 
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6. Speech context 
 
6.1 Islamic State 
The analysed parts of the speeches are generally focused on the representation of terrorists, and 
mainly on the terrorist group IS. This chapter will therefore provide a description of the group, 
from the starting point of the group to a contemporary perspective. It is defined by Clarke (2015), 
that IS evolved from its predecessor organization, namely Al-Qaida.  
The United States withdrawal from Iraq in 2011 was a central part to the formation of the group. 
The chaos in Syria, which is a neighboring country to Iraq, was also an aspect that ISIS took 
advantage of. It enabled ISIS to establish its organizational and operational capabilities (Clarke, 
2015:153). 
It is essential to understand the Iraq war, which started in 2003, in order to comprehend the 
reasoning behind the establishment of IS. Nuri al-Maliki, a Shia muslim, was established as prime 
minister in Iraq in 2006. It is described by Clarke (2015), that this pushed the Sunni population of 
Iraq into the arms of IS, and that the sectarianism in the country intensified in that period. He was 
prime minister of Iraq until 2014 (Clarke, 2015:153). 
It is also described by Clarke (2015), that IS stormed from a base placed in eastern Syria and 
through Iraq. This means that ISIS has assured control of western Iraq and eastern Syria (Clarke, 
2015:160) 
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6.2 The image of Muslims and Islam in the west 
 
Analysing and understanding the analysed speeches can give an understanding of the persuasion 
of the given speeches. However, it is also important to recognize the context of the given 
speeches. It is mentioned before in the paper that it is important to understand the audience, in 
order to understand the persuasiveness of the given speeches. This chapter will be a part of 
providing an understanding of the audience of the speeches. Specifically, this chapter will focus on 
the western perception of Muslims and Islam. The audience of the analysed speeches is though 
not only the Western world, but it can be estimated that the majority of the people who have 
listened to these speeches are living in the western world.  
Moreover, this chapter will provide an understanding of the western image of Islam/ Muslims in a 
historical perspective, with a focus on the medieval period to the colonial period and then 
following to modern western society. So generally, this chapter will provide an understanding of 
the Image of Muslims and Islam, from the beginning of Islam to modern day society. This chapter 
will also focus on the influence that modern day media has on this image and perception of 
Muslims and Islam. 
 
 
6.2.1 Historical perspective 
 
It is explained, by Rane et al (2014), that the current image of Islam and Muslims that is presented 
in the Western media is not only a product of contemporary events, such as terrorist attacks. The 
image and representation of Islam and Muslims is also a product of history. Rane et al (2014), 
furthermore explains, that the origin of the image and representation of Islam and Muslims in the 
contemporary western society can be traced all the way back to the Medieval period. Specifically, 
to the Christian images and representations in the Medieval period, which informed the 
orientalism in the colonial and postcolonial period and towards the ´the war on terror´ in modern 
western society (Rane et al. 2014:29-30). 
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In the 11th century, Christians in general saw Islam as civilization´s main enemy. This image and 
perception was later intensified in 1453, when Constantinople was captured by the Ottoman 
Empire (Rane et al. 2014:30). Islam was generally seen as a “wrong” religion in a christian context 
in the medieval period. Furthermore, some Christian writers used the fact that Islam does not see 
Jesus as god's son as evidence that Muhammad must be Antichrist. This was even though that 
Islam saw Jesus as one of the greatest prophets. It can generally be said that muslims were 
portrayed as uncivilized, violent, barbarous and were generally dehumanized in the medieval 
period, the colonial and postcolonial period (Rane et al. 2014:32).  
 
 
6.2.2 Media 
Mass media 
Mass media is a central source to the knowledge about Islam and Muslims in the Western world. A 
specific study has illustrated that over 75 percent of the people in the western world lean on mass 
media as their primary source for information about Islam and Muslims (Rane et al. 2014:29). This 
clearly illustrates the importance and influence that mass media has in the modern world. It is 
defined, by Eid 2014, that the media are generally framing people, cultures and actions, in the 
world, based on stereotyping. It is furthermore defined that the stereotypes about Muslims are 
primarily negative, which is resulting in an inaccurate perception of Islam and the followers of the 
religion (Eid, 2014:99). 
 
The attacks on World Trade Center in 2001 was clearly influential to the picture of Muslims in the 
Western world. However, the negative image of Muslims in mass media has existed prior to the 
9/11 attacks. The Iranian revolution in 1979 attracted extensive negative attention towards Islam 
and Muslims in the mass media. The situation was the same during the Gulf War from 1991. It is 
argued, by Morey and Yaqin, that;  
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“the Western media present a ´limited and limiting conceptual framework surrounding Islam in 
public discourse´ within which the perceived ´negative´, ´threatening´ feature of Muslim belief and 
behaviour are ´constantly promoted and reinforced” (Rane et al. 2014:32-33) 
 
This illustrates that there is a general tendency in the Western media to present Muslims with a 
negative, limited and conceptual framework. It also indicates that this negative image of Muslims 
is constantly promoted and reinforced. One way of presenting Muslims in the media is through 
stereotypes, such as; ”the bearded Muslim fanatic, the oppressed, veiled woman, the duplicitous 
terrorist who lives among “us” the better to bring about our destruction” (Rane et al. 2014:33). 
This preoccupation with the extreme Muslims excludes any attention and awareness towards 
mainstream Muslim people and daily life in Muslim countries. This creates a misrepresentative 
perception of Muslims, which legitimates that extremist Muslims become the representatives of 
Muslims and Islam (Rane et al. 2014:33). It is also defined by, Eid (2014), that the western media 
have a tendency to define all Muslims as one homogenous group (Eid, 2014:104). This is even 
though that around one-quarter of the world population are Muslims, with one fifth of them living 
in ´non-Muslim countries´, and that Muslims people life everywhere in the world  (Eid, 2014:104) 
 
After the 9/11 attacks, President Bush had a tendency to distinguish Muslims into two groups; 
“good Muslims” and “bad Muslims”. The “bad Muslims” were defined as the people who were 
responsible for terrorism. Whereas, the “good Muslims” were the Muslims who would support 
“us” in a war against the “bad Muslims” and terrorism. However, Mamdani (2005), argue that: 
“But this could not hide the central message of such discourse: unless proved to be “good”, every 
Muslim was presumed to be “bad””. (Mamdani, 2005, p.15). This means that Muslims should 
demonstrate unmistakably, visibly and loudly that they were actively engaged in fighting “bad 
Muslims” in order to be seen as a “good Muslim”. The same distinction between Muslims has also 
been regularly used in the media. This has been done by using the “moderates” versus 
“extremists” distinction. This means, according to Karim (2014), that “moderates” have been 
constructed as the people who are supporting the western politics. Whereas, “extremists” are the 
people who are not supporting the western politics. However, for example, it is possible to be very 
opposed to the attacks 9/11, but still be against the American decision to attack Iraq, and 
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therefore not supporting the American politics in the middle east. So, would that label a Muslim as 
a “bad Muslim”? Karim (2014), argue that it could, since every Muslim who speak against 
American/ western politics would be constructed as “extremist” and as a “bad Muslim” (Karim, 
2014:162) 
 
Fictional media 
There is also another media, besides mass media, which is important to the representation of 
Muslims and Islam in the Western world. This is the fictional media, which also plays an important 
role for this representation. Jack Shaheen (2003), did study more than 900 movies that portrayed 
Muslims. His conclusion was; 
 
“that the films repeatedly dehumanized Arabs and Muslims, portraying them as heartless, brutal, 
uncivilized, religious fanatics, violent and terrorists. He argues that, because of their repetitious 
nature, such portrayals have a negative impact on public discourse and policy.” (Shaheen, 2003:pp. 
171-193) 
 
Jack Shaheen (2003), furthermore added that only very few movies offered a humanized 
understanding of Muslims and Islam.   
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6.2.3 Understanding the audience 
It is important to understand that the content of media has a different influence on the given 
audience, depending on the individuals of that given audience. This means that aspects, such as 
educational level, political orientation, religion, socioeconomic status, cultural background, life 
experiences and age, influence how the media influence the audience. For example, in America, 
these groups of people are likely to have a more favorable view on Muslims; People under 50 
years old, White Catholics, Blacks, Black Protestants, People with a college degree and democrats. 
On the contrary, these groups of people have a tendency to have a more unfavorable view on 
Muslims; People aged over 50, White Protestants, People with only a high school degree and 
Republicans (Rane et al. 2014:37).  
 
 
6.2.4 The definition of the other 
It appears that Human beings have this natural tendency to look at the world in a perspective of 
`Self´ and ´Other´ (Karim, 2014:153). This division will be the focus in this chapter. The division of 
the ´Self´ as being the western world, and Muslims being the ´Other´ is related back to medieval 
times, and also to the racialized orientalist stereotypes in the colonial period. In the colonial 
period, the western image and perception of Muslims was established as uncivilized, irrational, 
threatening, backward and corrupt (Eid, 2014:100). This establishment of the Orient as the ´Other´ 
was an integral element behind the legitimation of the British colonialism. They used this 
definition of the ´Other´ in order to establish the group as uncivilized, which was used as 
justification behind their colonialism and imperialism  (Eid, 2014:101). It has been described 
before that media are central to the creation of stereotypes in the western world. It is defined, by 
Eid (2014), that the western media has contributed to the Self/Other division, by picturing and 
imagining Muslim societies as the ´Other` (Eid, 2014:111). 
 
However, what influence does language have on this creation and understanding of ´Self´ and 
´Other`? The specific language you use about a specific group, and the naming of the group, is 
essential to the development of this ´Self´/´Other´ identification. This means that it is essential 
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what words and names one uses to define the specific groups. It is defined, by Karim 2014, that 
the names and labels that are used to define and describe the particular groups indicate where the 
group is placed in the ´Self´/´Other´ scale´. The name, or the word used to describe a group, can 
therefore change the perception and image of that group (Karim, 2014:153).  
Many of the words describing Muslims are based on Orientalist stereotypes. It has been done by 
establishing these oppositions between the west and the east; barbaric and civilized, medieval and 
modern, superstitious and rational. This means that Muslims have been described with words that 
creates an image and perception of them as being barbaric, medieval and superstitious. This was 
an essential part of colonial period, from a western perspective. Modern media does, according to 
Eid (2014), use images and language that are establishing the same Oriental stereotypes of 
Muslims today. Eid (2014) moreover explains that; “This is demonstrated in the continually 
negative coverage of Islam and Muslims, portraying followers of the Islamic faith as extremists, 
violent, and involved in terrorist activity” (Eid, 2014:101) 
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7. Dehumanization 
 
This chapter is about the concept of dehumanization. The reason why this topic is interesting for 
this paper, is that language is a central aspect for dehumanizing people. In this paper, the main 
focus is on the image and perception of Muslims and IS. Defining groups of people according to 
the amount of “humanness” that the group possesses is an influential aspect to the image and 
perception of the specific group. So, this chapter will define and describe the concept of 
dehumanization. This theoretical understanding of the concept will then be used for the analyses 
of the speeches in this paper. So, for example, the given speaker of an analysed speech can use 
words that are influencing the perception of a specific group, such as Muslims or IS. These words 
can possibly be words that are dehumanizing a specific group.  
 
It is important, according to Haslam (2006), to recognize that cases of dehumanization are not 
only extreme cases, where the denial of humanness is obvious and explicit. Dehumanization also 
appear when outgroups or individuals are given a less degree of humanness than the ingroup or 
self (Haslam, 2006:262). Outgroups should be understood as a group that the individual is not part 
of. Whereas, ingroup should be understood as the group that the individual is part of.  
 
There are generally two different kinds of dehumanization (Haslam, 2006:252). These are as 
following;  Firstly, Uniquely human (UH), which can be defined as the border between what 
separates humans from animals, but mainly around characteristics that reflect culture and 
socialization . Secondly, HN (human nature), which define the boundary between humans and 
animals, in a perspective that is related to the natural world, which means that the focus is on 
biological aspects, rather than cultural and social aspect (Haslam, 2006:256). The following two 
figures illustrates the different aspects within the concepts of UH and HN.   
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This figure illustrates the different aspect within the concept of UH, uniquely human. 
 
Figure 2. Human uniqueness, animalistic dehumanization (Haslam, 2006: 257) 
 
This figure shows the different aspects in the concept of HN, human nature. 
Figure 3. Human nature, mechanistic dehumanization (Haslam, 2006: 257) 
 
These two figures illustrate the difference between UH and HN. It can be seen that the 
dehumanization within the two concepts is different, the UN figure illustrates that this 
dehumanization is based on an animalistic dehumanization. For example, civility is defined as an 
uniquely human attribute. Whereas, lack of culture is seen as the direct opposition and as being an 
animalistic attribute. So, the dismissal of UH attributes, such as civility, refinement, moral 
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sensitivity, rationality, logic, and maturity, creates an animalistic dehumanization of the targeted 
outgroup (Haslam, 2006:262).  
Denial of the HN attributes is, on the other hand, establishing a mechanistic dehumanization. This 
illustrates the general difference between denial of UH and HN attributes, as Haslam (2006) 
further describes; 
 
“The animalistic form of dehumanization rests on a direct contrast between humans and animals, 
but in the mechanistic form, although the relevant sense of humanness is noncomparative (HN), 
humans can be contrasted with machines” (Haslam, 2006:258) 
 
So, the central difference is that the animalistic form is based on a contrast between humans and 
animals. Whereas, the mechanistic form is based on contrasting humans and machines.  
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8. Methods  
 
 
The first step in the analysis of the speeches in this paper is a content specific selection of relevant 
parts of the speeches. This selection is based on a content specific analysis, in which all the parts 
of the speeches that are about Muslims, IS and terrorism are identified. This selection can be seen 
in the appendix, where the selected parts of the speeches are marked in blue.  
This paper is based on three different analyses of the analysed speeches. The first analysis will 
focus on identifying metaphors in the speeches. This will be based on the theory of “critical 
metaphor analysis”, which is described in chapter 8.1.  
The second analysis in this paper, is an identification of words that describe and define IS in the 
speeches. A detailed description of the method can be found in chapter 8.3 and all the selected 
words can be found chapter in chapter 9.2. 
The third analysis is based on identifying rhetoric in the speeches. Specifically, with a focus on 
Ethos, Logos and Pathos.. This third analysis is focusing specifically on Ethos, Logos and Pathos. A 
detailed description of the analysis and method can be found in chapter 8.3.  
A detailed description of each of the three analysis will follow; 
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8.1 Identification of metaphors, Critical metaphor analysis 
 
The methods used to analyse the metaphors, of the speeches in this paper, is the critical metaphor 
analysis method. This method includes three stages. Firstly, identify metaphors in the speeches. 
Thereafter, interpret the metaphors and finally explaining the metaphors. That is the standard 
approach to this method, as it is defined by Charteris-Black (2011). However, this paper does not 
aim to look at the entirety of metaphors in the analysed speeches. The aim is instead to look at 
metaphors that are related to argumentation about IS and Muslims. Charteris-Black (2011), 
defines that the main aim for critical metaphor analysis is to understand and identify the 
ideologies, objectives and intentions of the speeches.  
The identification of two domains, source domain an target domain, is a mandatory stage in 
metaphor identification, because without two domains it would not be possible to have 
transferred meaning and transferred meaning is a necessity for the existence of metaphors 
(Charteris-Black, 2011:45). So, the analysis will include a subjective identification of the source 
domain and the target domain.  
 
In addition, it is important to understand that the identification of metaphors is inevitably 
subjective. This is because the identification of metaphors is based on the individual's subjective 
experience and understanding of words and phrases. This means that the words and phrases will 
be understood subjectively, and the transferred meaning, based on a metaphor, will therefore also 
be understood subjectively. The transferred meaning will therefore be understood based on the 
subject´s experience and understanding of the given word or phrase (Charteris-Black, 2011:50).  
Consequently, the identification of metaphors in this paper will be based on the author's 
subjective estimation. Additionally, the identification of metaphors in the analysed speeches will 
also be based on a theme based focus. This paper does not aim to focus on every theme and 
subject in the analysed speeches. The focus is specifically on the image of Muslims and IS, in these 
speeches. So, the parts of the speeches that are related to Muslims and IS will therefore first be 
highlighted, in blue, before the identification of metaphors in the speeches.  
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8.2 Identification of words describing IS 
 
The second analysis of the speeches is based on an identification of words describing and defining 
IS. This identification is based on a subjective estimation, which means that the identification is 
subjective. Following this, it is possible that the selection may have been slightly different if 
another person would have done the identification.  
 
8.3 Identification of rhetoric in the speeches, ethos, logos and pathos 
 
The thirds analysis in this paper is based on an identification of Ethos, Logos or Pathos filled 
sequences in the speeches. The first aim is to look through the blue selected parts of the speeches, 
in order to find relevant and interesting sequences. The selection is divided into Ethos filled parts, 
Logos filled parts and Pathos filled parts. Each selected sequence is thereafter analysed based on 
the theory about rhetoric.  
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9. Analysis. The image of IS and Muslims 
 
9.1 Analysis of metaphors in the speeches 
 
This chapter provides an analysis of the selected metaphors in the speeches. The selected 
metaphors are firstly shown in the table in chapter 9.1.1. The metaphors are thereafter analysed 
in the following chapter.  
 
9.1.1 Table, metaphors in the speeches 
 
Normal green letters = part of the meaning of the sentence with a metaphor 
Bold green letters = the metaphor itself 
 
Metaphors in speeches. 
 
Barack Obama Speech 1. UN assembly 24 september 2014 
Source domain Target domain 
Light and 
darkness 
The brutality of terrorists in Syria and Iraq forces us to look into the heart of darkness  
Using the word heart can generally be seen as a symbol of something essential. The 
heart is essential to humans, but this heart is referred to darkness. So, the actions and 
the terrorist groups are defined as being the essential of darkness. Light and darkness 
can be seen as metaphors for good and evil. A heart can also be understood as a 
symbol of emotions. So, the conclusion could also be that this metaphor is defining the 
actions of the terrorist group as being looking into the most evil emotions. 
Health/ sickness But as we look to the future, one issue risks a cycle of conflict that could derail so much 
progress, and that is the cancer of violent extremism that has ravaged so many parts 
of the Muslim world  
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This metaphor defines violent extremism as a sickness. Violent extremism is defined as 
cancer, which indicates that it is potentially deadly to the Muslim world. It also 
indicates that the Muslim world needs a treatment, in order to be healthy again. It 
familiarizes the concept of violent extremism, by referring it to something, namely 
cancer, which is possibly more familiar to the western audience.  
Nightmare and 
dream 
they have embraced a nightmarish vision that would divide the world into adherents 
and infidels  
Using the word “nightmarish” indicates a vision in which only terrible and sad things 
will take place. This erases the possibility that anything good will happen in this vision, 
which therefore emphasizes how terrible this vision would be. 
Other taking out their leaders, denying them the safe havens they rely on  
The word safe haven indicates a place where they can be totally safe.  
The only language understood by killers like this is the language of force.  
Making force a language enables the speaker to make this argumentation, by talking 
about that killers, like IS, do only understand this language.   
We will neither tolerate terrorist safe havens, nor act as an occupying power  
This metaphor indicates a place where terrorists can be totally safe. This metaphor 
could be understood as a word which means; “a place where someone can be totally 
safe and in peace” 
Nature The conflict has created a fertile recruiting ground for terrorists who inevitably export 
this violence  
The metaphor is used to illustrate what effect the conflict has had on terrorists. This 
metaphor creates an image of a piece of ground, where conflicts are fertilizing the 
ground and thereby increasing the amount of terrorism. The image that this metaphor 
creates, can be estimated to increase the understanding of the connection between the 
conflicts and the amount of terrorism and terrorists in the area.    
The good news is we also see signs that this tide could be reversed  
This metaphor creates an image of a situation in which there are two possible ways, the 
tide continuing or the tide reversing. It is a quite plausible thing that a tide would 
reverse, and this is used to indicate that this development will most probably also 
reverse.  
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But where a genuine civil society is allowed to flourish  
To flourish can be estimated to be a positive image. This metaphor enables a civil 
society to flourish, just as a flower. If one should estimate what the most basic words 
for this metaphor would be, then it could be estimated to be “to develop in a positive 
way” 
Fuel Collectively, we must take concrete steps to address the danger posed by religiously 
motivated fanatics, and the trends that fuel their recruitment.  
The word fuel indicates an understanding in which the engine is running on fuel. “The 
trends” is then the fuel that creates a higher amount of recruitment. So, these trends 
function as fuel, which increase the recruitment. The metaphor creates and establishes 
a picture, based on the understanding of engines, where the trends function as the 
fuel. This creates an easy and simple understanding of what effect these trends have on 
the recruitment.  
Human emotions In the most horrific crimes imaginable, innocent human beings have been beheaded, 
with videos of the atrocity distributed to shock the conscience of the world.  
This metaphor establishes a picture in which the world has a conscience. This means 
that the world is described to have a human attribute and human emotions. The 
metaphor work to establish a picture in which there is no question about what is right, 
cause the actions are wrong according to the objective and right “conscience of the 
world”.  
Good/ evil There can be no reasoning -- no negotiation -- with this brand of evil.  
This metaphor defines IS as being evil, with the word “brand”. So, IS is not “just” evil, 
they are a brand of evil. This emphasizes and illustrates that they are definitely evil, and 
more evil than just evil, because they are a brand of evil. 
Life/ death So the United States of America will work with a broad coalition to dismantle this 
network of death. 
This metaphor can be seen as being placed in the life/ death opposition, where IS is 
defined as being death. This established an absolute negative image of IS, as being a 
network of death.  
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Build/ destroy For we will not succumb to threats, and we will demonstrate that the future belongs to 
those who build -- not those who destroy.  
This metaphors builds on an opposition between building and destroying, where IS is 
defined as an organisation that destroys, and that the future belong to those who build. 
The metaphor is part of the logical argumentation, because it defines IS as an 
organization that destroys, and at the same time defines that organizations that 
destroy do not have a future. So, this enables an logical argumentation, based on the 
metaphor. 
Body parts and all people of faith have a responsibility to lift up the value at the heart of all great 
religions  
Using the word heart can be estimated, as described before, to be related to something 
being essential.  
No external power can bring about a transformation of hearts and minds. (page 6) 
Personification I can promise you America will remain engaged in the region, and we are prepared to 
engage in that effort.  
This metaphor describes America with a personification. America is used as a person, 
who will remain engaged in the region.  
Journey You come from a great tradition that stands for education, not ignorance; innovation, 
not destruction; the dignity of life, not murder.  Those who call you away from this 
path are betraying this tradition, not defending it.  
The metaphor in this sentence is based on picture of a journey. A journey in which one 
follows a path. Describing someone as walking down a path could establish a picture of 
a person who is travelling on road from where the end of the road is either catastrophic 
or good. This means that using the word path could indicate that it will inevitably lead 
to a final destination, if one follows the path.   
 
Barack Obama speech. Address to the Nation on Foreign and Domestic Counter-Terrorism Strategies. 3 
December 2015 
Source domain Target domain 
Body parts This is a heartbreaking situation  
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This metaphor is based on the word “heart”. This means, as mentioned before, that it 
can be estimated to be related to something essential, since the heart symbolizes 
something essential. It can though be estimated that this word is used so frequently to 
describe something which is very sad, that it has become the most common word to 
describe that a situation is very sad. This means that it can be argued whether this 
word, used in this situation, should be estimated as being an metaphor.  
 
 
Barack Obama speech 3. Address to the Nation on Foreign and Domestic Counter-Terrorism Strategies. 3 
December 2015 
Source domain Target domain 
Journey But it is clear that the two of them had gone down the dark path of radicalization, 
embracing a perverted interpretation of Islam that calls for war against America and 
the West.  
This metaphor is based on the concept of journeys, by using the word path. As 
mentioned before, the word path indicates that a person who follows the path will end 
up somewhere. The path is, in this example, described with these words;” the dark 
path of radicalization”. The word dark indicates that it is related to evil. So, 
conclusively, this metaphor could be estimated to indicate that; that radicalization is a 
dark path, which means that it is a path that will ultimately end up in evilness.  
Other disrupting safe havens in several different countries  
Second, we will continue to provide training and equipment to tens of thousands of 
Iraqi and Syrian forces fighting ISIL on the ground so that we take away their safe 
havens 
The metaphor “safe haven” has already been described in this paper.  
Medicine / 
poison 
we see growing efforts by terrorists to poison the minds of people like the Boston 
Marathon bombers and the San Bernardino killers. 
This metaphor draws on the concept of poison. It defines that terrorist poison the 
minds of people. Using the word poison is inevitably creating a negative image. It 
enables the audience to understand what they do, because the concept of poison and 
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the effect of poison can be estimated to be very familiar to the audience.  
Health / sickness And I know that after so much war, many Americans are asking whether we are 
confronted by a cancer that has no immediate cure.  
This metaphor is using the concept of a sickness, cancer, in order to establish the image 
of terrorism. This image does enable the speaker to argue that terrorism is highly 
deadly, and that it can at the same time spread into society, as cancer.  
Hunt First, our military will continue to hunt down terrorist plotters in any country where it 
is necessary.  
This metaphor indicates that war against the terrorists is a hunt. This could indicate, by 
establishing the image of a hunt, that the attacks against the terrorists is fair and legit. 
This is based on an understanding of a hunt as being fair and legit. So, it could be 
argued that this metaphor is contributing to create an image of the attacks against the 
terrorist as being fair and legit.  
Personification ISIL does not speak for Islam. 
This metaphor indicates that ISIL possesses a human attribute, which means that it can 
be defined as a personification. This enables ISIL to have the ability to speak, which is 
used to define that they do not speak for Islam. 
Extreme religious 
reference  
They are thugs and killers, part of a cult of death 
A cult could be defined as an extreme religious groups. This indicates that some of their 
opinions and also their behavior could be estimated to be extreme, based on their 
religion. This metaphors indicates that IS is a cult, but that their “religion” is “death”.  
 
David Cameron speech 1. Statement 12 november 2015 
Source domain Target domain 
Body parts If this strike was successful, and we still await confirmation of that, it will be a strike at 
the heart of ISIL  
Using the word “heart” could, as mentioned before, indicate that it is related to 
something essential. This means, in this example, that “striking the heart of ISIL” could 
indicate that it would destroy the organization.  
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Personification Britain and her allies will not rest  
By using the word “her” to define Britain, it creates a personification of Britain.   
Medicine/ poison the poisonous ideology  
The word “poisonous” creates an image of the ideology that is based on the opposition 
between medicine and poison. Using this adjective to describe something, like ideology 
in this example, indicates that it can spread out to society. At the same time, it 
indicates that if it spreads then it would possibly kill society.  
 
David Cameron speech 2. Statement Statement on the killing of British aid worker David Haines. 14 
September 2014 
Source domain Target domain 
Good/ evil David has been murdered in the most callous and brutal way imaginable by an 
organization which is the embodiment of evil  
This metaphor is established based on the opposition between good and evil. It is 
defined that this organization is the embodiment of evil, which indicates that the 
organization is totally evil.  
Hunt We will hunt down those responsible and bring them to justice no matter how long it 
takes  
This indicates that the war against the people who have done the attacks is a hunt. This 
image creates an understanding of the attacks as being fair and legit, because they are 
defined as a hunt.  
Personification The fact that an aid worker was taken, held and brutally murdered at the hands of Isil 
sums up what this organisation stands for  
This metaphor creates an image of Isil, as having hands, which establishes a 
personification.  
Dehumanization They are not muslims, they are monsters  
Defining IS as monsters, creates an image of them which could be estimated to be a 
dehumanization. This is explained further in chapter 8.2, and in the theoretical chapter 
about dehumanization.  
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Body parts There is not option of keeping our heads down that would make us safe  
The expression “keeping our heads down” can be seen as not doing any action against 
something. This is used to argue that if we don't do anything, by keeping our heads 
down, then we would not be able to be safe.  
Materials 
 
We will do so in a calm, deliberate way, but with an iron determination  
The concept of iron could indicate that something is strong and resistant, just as iron. 
An iron determination could therefore be estimated to indicate that the determination 
is strong and resistant.  
Medicine/ poison It fails to the government and to each and every one of us to drain this poison from 
our society and to take on this warped ideology that is radicalising some of our young 
people  
This metaphor is, as other metaphors analysed in the paper, is based on the concept 
poison and medicine. Using the word poison could indicate that something is deadly 
and dangerous. This metaphor defines that IS is an already existing poison in our 
society, and that it is up to each of us to drain it from society. Poison indicates that 
something is deadly and dangerous, but also that it is able to spread. 
Build/ destroy Has always depended on our readiness to act against those who stand for hatred and 
who stand for destruction  
This metaphor is based on the opposition between building and destroying. Where, IS 
is defined as a group that stands for destruction. Whereas, it can be estimated that this 
also establishes an image of the Western world as being those who stand for building.  
 
Donald Trump speech 1. 16 June 2015 
Source domain Target domain 
Personification Islamic terrorism is eating up large portions of the Middle East  
This metaphor establishes a personification of Islamic terrorism. It defines that Islamic 
terrorism is eating up large portions of the middle east, which means that they spread 
around the middle east. By using the word “eating”, it creates an understandable image 
of how Islamic terrorism eats up the middle east.  
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Hillary Clinton speech 1. Opening statement CBS democratic debate 14 november 2015 
Source domain Target domain 
Dehumanization ISIS, a barbaric, ruthless, violent, jihadist terrorist group  
These metaphors are based on the words; barbaric and jihadist. Both can be considered 
to be part of dehumanization of the IS, as already defined in chapter 8.2., based on the 
theoretical chapter about dehumanization.  
 
 
 
9.1.2 Analysis of metaphors 
 
It is defined in the theoretical chapter about rhetoric that metaphors enables multiple 
interpretations. This means that the audience will bring their own meaning to a given story base 
on a metaphor. So, the metaphors in this paper should be understood based on an understanding 
of the audience as having multiple and different interpretations. However, one can get a general 
understanding based on one's own interpretation of the metaphors.  
The audience of the speeches should be understood as having different opinions and 
interpretations of the world. So, the usage of metaphors in the speeches, for example, to describe 
and define IS, should be understood as something which enables a higher proportion of the 
audience to be persuaded. This is, as mentioned before, because the usage of metaphors enables 
multiple interpretations.  
Many of analysed metaphors are relating to evilness, specifically to describe what they define as 
terrorists, and mostly to define IS. This has been done by using metaphors under these categories; 
Light/ darkness, Health/ sickness, Nightmare/ dream, Fuel, Human emotions, Life/ death, Build/ 
destroy, Journeys, Medicine/ poison, Strength/ weakness, Extreme religious reference. All these 
metaphorical references can be estimated to have influenced the audience's image, perception 
and interpretation of terrorists and IS. More detailed, in can be estimated that the metaphors 
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have transferred the meaning of words, such as terrorists, terrorism and IS, by creating images and 
perceptions of these, based on the used metaphors.  
The metaphors have also been used to other aspects, than describing and defining terrorists and 
IS. They have also been used as part of the argumentation for actions against IS. For example, in 
David Cameron speech 2, he uses metaphors that define terrorism as a poison in society. This is 
used as part of the argumentation for why society should attack the terrorists.  
Another important aspect about metaphors is the ability to transfer what is already known to 
understand things that are less known, as defined in the theoretical chapter about rhetoric 
(Charteris-Black, 2011:18). So, consequently, when words which are familiar to the audience, like 
nightmarish, this network of death, poison, cancer, hunting, monsters and barbaric, are used to 
describe something which is less known, like IS, then the audience will be able to understand 
something that is less known, based on the meaning of the given metaphor.  
So, the analysed metaphors have been used to both; define and describe IS and terrorists, define 
and describe the Western world and for reasoning why society most attack terrorism.  
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9.2 Analysis of words describing IS 
 
This chapter includes an analysis of the words that describe and define IS, in the speeches.  
 
 
9.2.1 Table, words that describe IS in the speeches 
 
 
Words used to define IS in the analysed speeches.  
 
Barack Obama Speech 1. UN assembly 24 september 2014 
IS the terrorist group known as ISIL this brand of evil  
this network of death  
the terrorists of ISIL  
 
Barack Obama speech 2. Statement on Paris terrorist attack 
IS (no specific words were used to describe IS in this speech. The attacks in Paris had just happened the same day as this 
statement, so it was uncertain who was behind the attacks in Paris. That could be the reason why Obama does not mention IS 
in this speech) 
 
Barack Obama speech 3. Address to the Nation on Foreign and Domestic Counter-Terrorism Strategies. 3 December 2015 
IS by a cancer that has no immediate cure  
a group that threatens us all  
these terrorists  
the terrorist threat  
they are thugs and killers, part of a cult of death  
 
David Cameron speech 1. Statement 12 november 2015 
IS 
 
this evil terrorist death cult  
 
David Cameron speech 2. Statement Statement on the killing of British aid worker David Haines  
IS The embodiment of evil  
They are not Muslims, they are monsters  
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A fanatical organisation called Isil  
This menace  
This terrorist threat  
This poison  
 
Donald Trump speech 1. 16 June 2015 
IS (IS is named as ISIS, or as terrorists, throughout the speech) 
 
Hillary Clinton speech 1. Opening statement CBS democratic debate 14 november 2015 
IS radical jihadist ideology that motivates organizations like ISIS  
Isis, a barbaric, ruthless, violent, jihadist terrorist group.  
 
 
9.2.2 Analysis of words 
 
Focusing on dehumanization, it can be seen that some of the words used to describe and define IS 
are words that can fall under the category of dehumanization. Here are following some examples; 
“this brand of evil”, “this network of death”, “part of a cult of death”, “this evil death cult”, “the 
embodiment of evil”, “they are not Muslims, they are monsters”, “Isis, a barbaric, ruthless, violent, 
jihadist terrorist group.”.  
Looking at figure 2 and figure 3, it can be seen how these words represent IS, based on an 
“animalistic dehumanization” or “mechanistic dehumanization”.  
 
UH, uniquely human 
Focusing on “animalistic dehumanization” first, it can been seen how the words define and 
describe IS with a “lack of culture”, “amorality, lack of self-restraint”, “irrationality”, which are all 
aspects that define an “animalistic dehumanization”. For example, “this brand of evil”, “this 
network of death, “this evil death cult”, “the embodiment of evil”, “they are not Muslims, they are 
monsters” clearly indicates a lack of “moral sensibility” and therefore also a “amorality, lack of 
self-restraint”. The “they are not Muslims, they are monsters” is an interesting example, because 
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it defines the opposition between Muslims and IS as an opposition between Muslims and 
monsters, and therefore also, arguably, as a difference between “moral sensibility” and 
“amorality”.  
Many of the words are also defining IS as lacking “rationality, logic”, by defining them with words 
that are defining them with “irrationality, instinct”, such as, for example; “they are not Muslims, 
they are monsters”. This is since that an association with monsters clearly should be understood as 
being irrational, and also as being amoral. This all point to the fact that these words are defining IS 
in dehumanizing way, with a specific focus on an animalistic dehumanization.  
The “they are not Muslims, they are monsters” sentence does describe and define IS, but it is also 
describing and defining Muslims. It does so by defining an opposition between Muslims and IS that 
is based on oppositions, such as,  “moral sensibility”/ ”amorality, lack of self-restraint”, 
 “rationality, logic”/ “irrationality, instinct”, and “interpersonal warmth”/ “coldness”. This can 
therefore be seen as a description that defines Muslims as moral sensible, rational, and as warm 
people, since they are defined as oppositions to monsters.   
 
HN, human nature 
Looking at “mechanistic dehumanization”, it is also clear that some of the words used to describe 
and define IS can be put under this category. The figure of HN, human nature, has an opposition 
between “human nature” and “mechanistic dehumanization”. For example, one of the oppositions 
between the two is the opposition between “interpersonal warmth” and “coldness”. It can be 
argued that definitions and descriptions like; “this brand of evil”, “this network of death”, “part of 
a cult of death”, “this evil death cult”, “the embodiment of evil”, “they are not Muslims, they are 
monsters”, “Isis, a barbaric, ruthless, violent, jihadist terrorist group”, indicate a “coldness”. This 
means that they indicate a mechanistic dehumanization.  
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9.3  Analysis of the rhetoric in the speeches, Ethos, Logos and Pathos 
 
 
9.3.1 Table, Ethos, Logos and Pathos 
 
 
Ethos, Logos and Pathos in the speeches 
Examples 
of Ethos 
Donald Trump speech 1. 16 June 2015 
Nobody would be tougher on ISIS than Donald Trump. Nobody. I will find — within 
our military, I will find the General Patton or I will find General MacArthur, I will find 
the right guy. I will find the guy that’s going to take that military and make it really 
work. Nobody, nobody will be pushing us around  
It can be seen in this sequence that Donald Trump relies on his own Ethos in his 
argumentation. He argues that he will be tough on ISIS, by referring to himself. So, 
the argumentation, that he will be tough, is only argued based on his own name and 
a short expression about what he will do with the military. 
Barack Obama Speech 1. UN assembly 24 september 2014 
And here I’d like to speak directly to young people across the Muslim world.  You 
come from a great tradition that stands for education, not ignorance; innovation, not 
destruction; the dignity of life, not murder.  Those who call you away from this path 
are betraying this tradition, not defending it  
Barack Obama does here rely on his own Ethos in his argumentation by saying; “I'd 
like to speak directly to young people across the Muslim world”. He therefore argues 
based on his own opinion and perspective, and therefore also his own Ethos. 
 
Barack Obama speech 3. Address to the Nation on Foreign and Domestic Counter-Terrorism 
Strategies. 3 December 2015 
And since the day I took this office, I’ve authorized U.S. forces to take out terrorists 
abroad precisely because I know how real the danger is.  As Commander-in-Chief, I 
have no greater responsibility than the security of the American people.  As a father 
to two young daughters who are the most precious part of my life, I know that we 
see ourselves with friends and coworkers at a holiday party like the one in San 
Bernardino.  I know we see our kids in the faces of the young people killed in Paris. 
47 
 
 
 And I know that after so much war, many Americans are asking whether we are 
confronted by a cancer that has no immediate cure. 
Well, here’s what I want you to know:  The threat from terrorism is real, but we will 
overcome it.  We will destroy ISIL and any other organization that tries to harm us.  
In this sequence it can be seen how Barack Obama talks by referring to himself with 
“I”. This shows that he is relying on himself and his Ethos. He is talking about what 
he has done since he took the office, in a perspective of his policies against 
terrorism. For example, saying; “I have no greater responsibility than the security of 
the American people”, can only be estimated to be a persuasive argument if the 
audience believes in his Ethos.  
Examples 
of Logos 
David Cameron speech 2. Statement Statement on the killing of British aid worker David Haines  
We are a peaceful people, we do not seek out confrontation. But we need to 
understand - we cannot ignore this threat to our security and that of our allies. There 
is no option of keeping our heads down that would make us safe. The problem 
would merely get worse, as it has done over recent months. Not just for us, but for 
Europe and for the world. We cannot just walk on by if we are to keep this country 
safe. We have to confront this menace. Step by step, we must drive back, dismantle 
and ultimately destroy Isil and what it stands for. We will do so in a calm, deliberate 
way, but with an iron determination. 
David Cameron is firstly defining that “we are a peaceful people”. It can be estimated 
that he is referring to the British people. He first define that they are a peaceful 
people. Whereafter, he argues that they cannot ignore this threat, even though they 
are peaceful people. They have to confront this menace, and keeping our heads 
down is not an option. The logical argumentation can be estimated to be; we have to 
attack and confront this menace, being IS, else we cannot be safe. So, the 
argumentation is based on Logos. 
David Cameron speech 1. Statement 12 november 2015 
Emwazi is a barbaric murderer. He was shown in those sickening videos of the 
beheadings of British aid workers. He posed an ongoing and serious threat to 
innocent civilians not only in Syria, but around the world, and in the United Kingdom 
too. He was ISIL’s lead executioner, and let us never forget that he killed many, 
many, Muslims too. And he was intent on murdering many more people. 
So this was an act of self-defence. It was the right thing to do.  
This sequence can be described as an argumentation for why is what right to attack 
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Emwazi. This has been done logical argumentation, which argue that he was a 
serious threat to other people, and that the actions therefore were rightful.  
 
Barack Obama Speech 1. UN assembly 24 september 2014 
At the same time, we have reaffirmed again and again that the United States is not 
and never will be at war with Islam.  Islam teaches peace.  Muslims the world over 
aspire to live with dignity and a sense of justice.  And when it comes to America and 
Islam, there is no us and them, there is only us -- because millions of Muslim 
Americans are part of the fabric of our country.  
This part of the Obama speech is about the difference between Islam and IS, and 
terrorism in general. The part defines that United States is not at war with Islam, 
because Islam teaches peace, and because Muslims over the live with dignity and a 
sense of justice. This argumentation is based on logic, by logically defining that 
millions of Muslim Americans are part of the fabric of our country, which means that 
when it comes to America and Islam there is no us and them, but only us.  
 
Barack Obama Speech 1. UN assembly 24 september 2014 
No God condones this terror.  No grievance justifies these actions.  There can be no 
reasoning -- no negotiation -- with this brand of evil.  The only language understood 
by killers like this is the language of force.  So the United States of America will work 
with a broad coalition to dismantle this network of death  
In this sequence, Barack Obama argues that the actions that IS has done cannot be 
condoned by any god. He thereafter argues, by using the concept of language, in 
order to logically argue that the only language understood by killers is the language 
of force, which indicates that using force is the only option is this situation.  
 
Barack Obama Speech 1. UN assembly 24 september 2014 
It is one of the tasks of all great religions to accommodate devout faith with a 
modern, multicultural world.  No children are born hating, and no children -- 
anywhere -- should be educated to hate other people.  There should be no more 
tolerance of so-called clerics who call upon people to harm innocents because 
they’re Jewish, or because they're Christian, or because they're Muslim.  
This argumentation is based on the logical conclusion that; “no children are born 
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hating”. This logical conclusion is then used to argue that children are born good at 
all places in the world, which means that there is hope for goodness in every place 
in the world, even in the places filled with hate right now.  
 
Barack Obama speech 3. Address to the Nation on Foreign and Domestic Counter-Terrorism 
Strategies. 3 December 2015 
Here’s what else we cannot do.  We cannot turn against one another by letting this 
fight be defined as a war between America and Islam.  That, too, is what groups like 
ISIL want.  ISIL does not speak for Islam.  They are thugs and killers, part of a cult of 
death, and they account for a tiny fraction of more than a billion Muslims around the 
world -- including millions of patriotic Muslim Americans who reject their hateful 
ideology. Moreover, the vast majority of terrorist victims around the world are 
Muslim.  If we’re to succeed in defeating terrorism we must enlist Muslim 
communities as some of our strongest allies, rather than push them away through 
suspicion and hate (page 3) 
This sequence argues that we should not make it a fight between America and 
Islam. The argumentation is, firstly, that this would be what IS want, namely that the 
fight would be a fight between America and Islam. Secondly, that IS are only a tiny 
fraction of Muslims, and therefore also Islam. This is the based on the logical 
assumption that we should only make this a fight against IS, and not all Muslims. 
Furthermore is explained, that some of the victims of the attacks are Muslims, which 
logically exclude the argumentation that the fight should be against Muslims in 
general.  
Barack Obama speech 3. Address to the Nation on Foreign and Domestic Counter-Terrorism 
Strategies. 3 December 2015 
It’s our responsibility to reject proposals that Muslim Americans should somehow be 
treated differently.  Because when we travel down that road, we lose.  That kind of 
divisiveness, that betrayal of our values plays into the hands of groups like ISIL. 
 Muslim Americans are our friends and our neighbors, our co-workers, our sports 
heroes -- and, yes, they are our men and women in uniform who are willing to die in 
defense of our country.  We have to remember that.  
It is here argued that we shouldn't treat Muslims differently because of these attacks, 
because we would lose if we travel down that road. It is logically argued that Muslim 
American are our friends, neighbour, co-workers, or sport heroes, and that Muslims 
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are also in uniform for American, and are willing to die in defense for America.  
Examples 
of Pathos 
Barack Obama Speech 1. UN assembly 24 september 2014 
This group has terrorized all who they come across in Iraq and Syria.  Mothers, 
sisters, daughters have been subjected to rape as a weapon of war.  Innocent 
children have been gunned down.  Bodies have been dumped in mass graves. 
 Religious minorities have been starved to death.  In the most horrific crimes 
imaginable, innocent human beings have been beheaded, with videos of the atrocity 
distributed to shock the conscience of the world.  
This part of the Obama speech is based on an argumentation that is using Pathos. 
Firstly, it is defined that mothers, sisters and daughters have been raped. 
Furthermore, is described how innocent children have been killed. Bodies dumped in 
mass graves. Religious minorities starved to death. Innocent human being have 
been beheaded. All these detailed descriptions of horrible crimes establishes a very 
sad image for the audience, which would arguably touch the emotions of the 
audience. So, the story in this sequence is very emotional, which is partly created by 
the use of detailed language. This sequence can therefore be defined as highly 
Pathos filled.  
David Cameron speech 2. Statement Statement on the killing of British aid worker David Haines  
They boast of their brutality. They claim to do this in the name of Islam. That is 
nonsense. Islam is a religion of peace. They are not Muslims, they are monsters  
 
 
 
9.3.2 Analysis of Ethos, Logos and Pathos 
 
It can generally be concluded that Ethos, Logos and Pathos are means for argumentation and 
persuasion, based on the theoretical chapter about rhetoric. 
Focusing on Ethos, it can be seen in the analysed examples that there are some sequences in the 
speeches in which the speaker is drawing on his or her Ethos for the argumentation. It is defined, 
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in the theoretical part about Ethos, that Ethos is essential for speaker in order be able to be 
persuasive. So, Ethos is essential to whether the audience will be persuaded by the speaker.  
For example, Donald Trump leans on his own credibility be using his own Ethos in the 
argumentation, when he says; “Nobody will be tougher on ISI than Donald Trump”. Whether this 
argumentation is persuasive to the audience depends on his own ethos, which is based on trust 
and credibility. Barack Obama does also rely on his own Ethos when he starts a sequence with; 
“And here I´d like to speak directly to young people across the Muslim word”. This means that he 
uses his own Ethos as part of his argumentation. His aim of this specific sequence could seem to 
be that he wants to separate IS and Islam totally, by defining that Muslims; “come from a great 
tradition that stands for education, not ignorance; innovation, not destruction; the dignity of life, 
not murder. Those who call you away from this path are betraying this tradition, not defending it”. 
This part establishes an opposition between Muslims and IS, but part of the argumentation is 
based on his own Ethos. This is because he draws on his own view on this matter, by saying; “I´d 
like to speak directly to young people”. So, it can be estimated that whether he will be successful 
in convincing the audience about this opposition between Muslims and IS, is depending on 
whether the audience will trust and believe him and therefore also his Ethos. There is also an 
example where Barack Obama uses his role as a father as part of the argumentation. He does so 
by using these words; “As a father to two young daughters who are the most precious part of my 
life”, and he later continues with these words; “I know we see out kids in the faces of the young 
people killed in Paris”. This part both relies on Barack Obama´s Ethos, but also on Pathos, by 
creating this image of seeing your own kid in the faces of the young people killed in Paris. So, this 
part is relying on both Obama´s own Ethos and Pathos, by describing an emotion filled image to 
the audience.   
There are also examples of Logos based argumentation in the analysed parts. For example, David 
Cameron relies on logical argumentation when he describe why attacking the terrorists is the right 
thing to do. He does so by defining that; “there is no option of keeping our heads down that would 
make us safe”. So, the logical argumentation can be summarized to be; we are a peaceful people, 
but we will only be safe if we attack, so it is rightful and legit to attack.  
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It is also defined that metaphors can be used to simplify logical argumentation and make it more 
understandable. This can, for example, be seen when David Cameron defines Emwazi as being a 
barbaric murder. This description of Emwazi could be argued to influence the logic of the end 
argumentation of this sequence. David Cameron ends this sequence by saying; “So this was an act 
of self-defence. It was the right thing to do”. So, arguing that it was an act of self-defence may be 
more logical if Emwazi is defined as a barbaric murder. This example illustrates how metaphors 
can contribute to argumentation that is based on Logos. Another example could be when Obama 
argues; “the only language understood by killers like this is the language of force”. This part 
logically argue that killers, like IS, only understand the language of force. This is based on a 
metaphor, which establishes force as being a language. So, this metaphor is used for the logical 
argumentation. 
Barack Obama is also arguing based on Logos in his speeches. An example could be in the analysed 
sequence where he says;  
“We have reaffirmed again and again that the United States is not and never will be at war with 
Islam. Islam teaches peace. Muslims over the world over aspires to live with dignity and a sense of 
justice. And when it comes to America and Islam, there is no us and them, there is only us- because 
millions of Muslim Americans are part of the fabric of our country” 
The argumentation is based on that the United State is not at war with Islam. This is because Islam 
teaches peace and Muslims over the world aspire to live with dignity and a sense of justice. 
Moreover, he argues that there is no “us” and “them”, because millions of Muslims Americans are 
a part of the fabric of our country. All this argumentation is based on Logos, and is to contributing 
to establish an image of one united America, in which Muslims are like every other American 
citizen.  
Focusing specifically on Pathos, it can be seen in the analysed speeches how the speaker includes 
language that can be estimated to be emotion filled. For example, when Obama says this in an 
analysed sequence;  
“Mothers, sisters, daughters have been subjected to rape as a weapon of war. Innocent children 
have been gunned down. Bodies have been dumped in mass graves. Religious minorities have been 
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starved to death. In the most horrific crimes imaginable, innocent human beings have been 
beheaded, with videos of the atrocity distributed to shock the conscience of the world.” 
This sequence is clearly Pathos filled, by creating this horrible image of IS. Pathos filled language 
enables the speaker to awake feelings like fear and hate, and I could clearly be argued that this 
specific part awake both fear and hate, which contributes to the image and perception IS.  
It can also be argued that David Cameron relies on Pathos for his argumentation. He does in his 
speech say; “They claim to do this in the name of Islam. That is nonsense. Islam is a religion of 
peace. They are not Muslims, they are monsters.”. This specific sequence establishes an image of IS 
as being monsters, which arguably would increase the fear of the audience. At the same time, this 
sequence is interesting because it both established IS as monsters, but also arguably establishes 
Muslims as the opposition of Monsters.   
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10. Conclusion 
 
Firstly, it can be concluded, based on the analysis and the theoretical understanding, that the rhetoric and 
metaphors in the speeches are influencing the image and perception of Muslims and IS. Multiple examples 
of how rhetoric and metaphors influence the image have been provided in the paper.  
Focusing on Ethos, it can be concluded that Barack Obama, David Cameron and Donald Trump have relied 
on their own Ethos for their argumentation to subjects about Muslims and IS. Barack Obama does, for 
example, rely on his own Ethos in order to establish an opposition between Muslims and IS 
It can be concluded that argumentation based on Logos is inherently persuasive, and that some of the 
analysed examples have shown how argumentation based on Logos has been used to shape the image of 
Muslims and IS.  
Furthermore, it can also be observed how Pathos filled language has been used to shape the image of both 
Muslims and IS. It can clearly be concluded that usage of Pathos filled language is influencing the image of 
IS in the analysed speeches, and that Pathos filled language can awake fear and hatred in the audience.  
It can also be concluded that metaphors have the capacity to transfer meaning. This enables the speaker to 
influence the image of both Muslims and IS, by describing both groups with the usage of metaphors. It can 
be seen, in the analysed examples, how this usage of metaphors generally influence the image of IS. The 
general conclusion is that the usage of metaphors change the image and perception of IS in an “negative” 
way, which means that the metaphors creates an even more evil, dark, dehumanized and monstrous image 
of IS. 
Based on the analysis of words describing IS and the theoretical understanding of dehumanization, it can be 
concluded that many of the analysed words contribute to create an animalistic and mechanistic 
dehumanizing image of IS. 
So, the final conclusion is that rhetoric (Ethos, Logos and Pathos), metaphors and dehumanizing words 
affect that image of Muslims and IS, and that they generally are used to create a more evil, dark, 
dehumanized and monstrous image of IS and a more civilized and good image of Muslims in general. 
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11. Perspective 
 
It is previously described that the orient stereotypes about Muslims have existed since the beginning of 
Islam, in the Western world. The argumentation in the analysed speeches is, however, generally about that 
IS is not an image of Muslims, and that Muslims are generally peaceful people. These two can therefore 
been seen as contradicting each other. Moreover, the concept of “us” and “other”, which has been 
described in the theoretical framework, cannot be seen in the analysed parts of the speeches. On the 
contrary, some of the analysed parts of the speeches argue against this concept of “us” and “other”. 
However, it may have been different if more speeches from a politician, like Donald Trump, were analysed. 
This is because politicians, like Donald Trump, could be estimated to be less friendly against Muslims in 
general.  
This paper has mainly focused on the affect of the language, but it can also be concluded that the media 
and audience are two very essential aspects. So, how important is the language of the speeches compared 
to the influence that media has? Furthermore, how important are political speeches in shaping the mind of 
the people? The daily communication between citizens could also clearly be estimated to be important 
when it comes to the image and perception of Muslims and IS. Moreover, events such as 9/11 and other 
terrorist attacks are also important to the image of Muslims and IS.  
It can also be estimated that ideology is influencing the general argumentation.  This is because ideology 
represents an organized and systematic representation of the world, which is influencing the audience’s 
pre-perception of the world. So, the audience has a perception of the world before he or she listens to a 
given speeches, and, as mentioned before, the perception that a given individual has before he or she 
listens to a speeches is very important to how he or she will interpret the speech. This means that the 
audience´s opinions and perceptions are very important to how they interpret the speech. 
The audience of the speeches are generally defined as being “the Western world” in this paper. However, 
people within the Western world represent many different opinions and perceptions. Therefore, the affect 
that these analysed parts of speeches have on the audience should not be understood as being equal for 
the entire audience. Consequently, this paper cannot conclude that a given analysed sequence in the 
speeches has the same affect on all individuals in the audience. The paper can, though, conclude generally 
about what affect the language has. 
56 
 
 
 
12. Reference list 
 
Books 
Charteris-Black, Jonathan., 2011: Politicians and Rhetoric, the persuasive power of metaphor. Second 
edition. Palgrave Macmillan 2011. 
Clarke, Colin P., 2015: Terrorism, Inc. The Financing of Terrorism, Insurgency, and irregular Warfare. Praeger 
Security International 2015. 
Eid, Mahmoud. & Karim, Karim H., 2014: Re-imagining the other, Culture Media, and Western-Muslim 
Intersections. Pelgrave Macmillan 2014. 
Rane, Halim., Ewart, Jacqui. & Martinkus, John., 2014: Media Framing of the Muslim World, Conflicts, Crises 
and Contexts. Palgrave Macmillan 2014. 
 
Articles 
Haslam, Nick., 2014: Dehumanization:  An Integrative Review. Personality and Social Psychology Review. 
2006, Vol. 10. 3- 252264 
Shaheen, J., 2003: Reel Bad Arabs: How Hollywood Vilifies a People. Annals of the American academy of 
political and social science, 588, 171-193 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
57 
 
 
13. Appendix 
 
This appendix includes transcripts of all the analysed speeches. The parts marked in blue are the selected 
parts, which are selected according to the description in chapter 8. Here follows a short overview of the 
analysed speeches: 
- Barack Obama speech 1. UN assembly 24 September 2014 
- Barack Obama speech 2. Address to the Nation on Foreign and Domestic Counter-Terrorism 
Strategies. 3 December 2015 
- Barack Obama speech 3. Address to the Nation on Foreign and Domestic Counter-Terrorism 
Strategies. 3 December 2015 
- David Cameron speech 1. Statement 12 November 2015 
- David Cameron speech 2. Statement on the killing of British aid worker David Haines . 14 
September 2014 
- Donald Trump speech 1. 16 June 2015 
- Hillary Clinton speech 1. Opening statement CBS democratic debate 14 November 2015 
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Barack Obama Speech 1. UN assembly 24 september 2014 
 
Mr. President, Mr. Secretary General, fellow delegates, ladies and gentlemen:  We come together at a crossroads between war and 
peace; between disorder and integration; between fear and hope. Around the globe, there are signposts of progress.  The shadow 
of World War that existed at the founding of this institution has been lifted, and the prospect of war between major powers 
reduced.  The ranks of member states has more than tripled, and more people live under governments they elected. Hundreds of 
millions of human beings have been freed from the prison of poverty, with the proportion of those living in extreme poverty cut in 
half.  And the world economy continues to strengthen after the worst financial crisis of our lives. Today, whether you live in 
downtown Manhattan or in my grandmother’s village more than 200 miles from Nairobi, you can hold in your hand more 
information than the world’s greatest libraries.  Together, we’ve learned how to cure disease and harness the power of the wind 
and the sun.  The very existence of this institution is a unique achievement -- the people of the world committing to resolve their 
differences peacefully, and to solve their problems together.  I often tell young people in the United States that despite the 
headlines, this is the best time in human history to be born, for you are more likely than ever before to be literate, to be healthy, to 
be free to pursue your dreams. And yet there is a pervasive unease in our world -- a sense that the very forces that have brought us 
together have created new dangers and made it difficult for any single nation to insulate itself from global forces.  As we gather 
here, an outbreak of Ebola overwhelms public health systems in West Africa and threatens to move rapidly across borders.  Russian 
aggression in Europe recalls the days when large nations trampled small ones in pursuit of territorial ambition.  The brutality of 
terrorists in Syria and Iraq forces us to look into the heart of darkness. Each of these problems demands urgent attention.  But they 
are also symptoms of a broader problem -- the failure of our international system to keep pace with an interconnected world. We, 
collectively, have not invested adequately in the public health capacity of developing countries.  Too often, we have failed to 
enforce international norms when it’s inconvenient to do so.  And we have not confronted forcefully enough the intolerance, 
sectarianism, and hopelessness that feeds violent extremism in too many parts of the globe. Fellow delegates, we come together as 
united nations with a choice to make.  We can renew the international system that has enabled so much progress, or we can allow 
ourselves to be pulled back by an undertow of instability.  We can reaffirm our collective responsibility to confront global problems, 
or be swamped by more and more outbreaks of instability.  And for America, the choice is clear:  We choose hope over fear.  We 
see the future not as something out of our control, but as something we can shape for the better through concerted and collective 
effort.  We reject fatalism or cynicism when it comes to human affairs.  We choose to work for the world as it should be, as our 
children deserve it to be. There is much that must be done to meet the test of this moment.  But today I’d like to focus on two 
defining questions at the root of so many of our challenges -- whether the nations here today will be able to renew the purpose of 
the UN’s founding; and whether we will come together to reject the cancer of violent extremism.  First, all of us -- big nations and 
small -- must meet our responsibility to observe and enforce international norms.  We are here because others realized that we 
gain more from cooperation than conquest.  One hundred years ago, a World War claimed the lives of many millions, proving that 
with the terrible power of modern weaponry, the cause of empire ultimately leads to the graveyard.  It would take another World 
War to roll back the forces of fascism, the notions of racial supremacy, and form this United Nations to ensure that no nation can 
subjugate its neighbors and claim their territory.  
Recently, Russia’s actions in Ukraine challenge this post-war order.  Here are the facts.  After the people of Ukraine mobilized 
popular protests and calls for reform, their corrupt president fled.  Against the will of the government in Kyiv, Crimea was annexed. 
 Russia poured arms into eastern Ukraine, fueling violent separatists and a conflict that has killed thousands.  When a civilian 
airliner was shot down from areas that these proxies controlled, they refused to allow access to the crash for days.  When Ukraine 
started to reassert control over its territory, Russia gave up the pretense of merely supporting the separatists, and moved troops 
across the border. This is a vision of the world in which might makes right -- a world in which one nation’s borders can be redrawn 
by another, and civilized people are not allowed to recover the remains of their loved ones because of the truth that might be 
revealed. America stands for something different.  We believe that right makes might -- that bigger nations should not be able to 
bully smaller ones, and that people should be able to choose their own future. And these are simple truths, but they must be 
defended. America and our allies will support the people of Ukraine as they develop their democracy and economy.  We will 
reinforce our NATO Allies and uphold our commitment to collective self-defense.  We will impose a cost on Russia for aggression, 
and we will counter falsehoods with the truth.  And we call upon others to join us on the right side of history -- for while small gains 
can be won at the barrel of a gun, they will ultimately be turned back if enough voices support the freedom of nations and peoples 
to make their own decisions. Moreover, a different path is available -- the path of diplomacy and peace, and the ideals this 
institution is designed to uphold.  The recent cease-fire agreement in Ukraine offers an opening to achieve those objectives.  If 
Russia takes that path -- a path that for stretches of the post-Cold War period resulted in prosperity for the Russian people -- then 
we will lift our sanctions and welcome Russia’s role in addressing common challenges.  After all, that’s what the United States and 
Russia have been able to do in past years -- from reducing our nuclear stockpiles to meeting our obligations under the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty, to cooperating to remove and destroy Syria’s declared chemical weapons.  And that’s the kind of 
cooperation we are prepared to pursue again -- if Russia changes course.  This speaks to a central question of our global age -- 
whether we will solve our problems together, in a spirit of mutual interest and mutual respect, or whether we descend into the 
destructive rivalries of the past.  When nations find common ground, not simply based on power, but on principle, then we can 
make enormous progress.  And I stand before you today committed to investing American strength to working with all nations to 
address the problems we face in the 21st century. As we speak, America is deploying our doctors and scientists -- supported by our 
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military -- to help contain the outbreak of Ebola and pursue new treatments.  But we need a broader effort to stop a disease that 
could kill hundreds of thousands, inflict horrific suffering, destabilize economies, and move rapidly across borders.  It’s easy to see 
this as a distant problem -- until it is not.  And that is why we will continue to mobilize other countries to join us in making concrete 
commitments, significant commitments to fight this outbreak, and enhance our system of global health security for the long term. 
America is pursuing a diplomatic resolution to the Iranian nuclear issue, as part of our commitment to stop the spread of nuclear 
weapons and pursue the peace and security of a world without them.  And this can only take place if Iran seizes this historic 
opportunity.  My message to Iran’s leaders and people has been simple and consistent:  Do not let this opportunity pass.  We can 
reach a solution that meets your energy needs while assuring the world that your program is peaceful.  America is and will continue 
to be a Pacific power, promoting peace, stability, and the free flow of commerce among nations.  But we will insist that all nations 
abide by the rules of the road, and resolve their territorial disputes peacefully, consistent with international law.  That’s how the 
Asia-Pacific has grown.  And that’s the only way to protect this progress going forward. America is committed to a development 
agenda that eradicates extreme poverty by 2030.  We will do our part to help people feed themselves, power their economies, and 
care for their sick.  If the world acts together, we can make sure that all of our children enjoy lives of opportunity and dignity. 
America is pursuing ambitious reductions in our carbon emissions, and we’ve increased our investments in clean energy. We will do 
our part, and help developing nations do theirs.  But the science tells us we can only succeed in combating climate change if we are 
joined in this effort by every other nation, by every major power.  That’s how we can protect this planet for our children and our 
grandchildren.In other words, on issue after issue, we cannot rely on a rule book written for a different century.  If we lift our eyes 
beyond our borders -- if we think globally and if we act cooperatively -- we can shape the course of this century, as our 
predecessors shaped the post-World War II age.  But as we look to the future, one issue risks a cycle of conflict that could derail so 
much progress, and that is the cancer of violent extremism that has ravaged so many parts of the Muslim world. Of course, 
terrorism is not new.  Speaking before this Assembly, President Kennedy put it well:  “Terror is not a new weapon,” he said. 
 “Throughout history it has been used by those who could not prevail, either by persuasion or example.”  In the 20th century, terror 
was used by all manner of groups who failed to come to power through public support.  But in this century, we have faced a more 
lethal and ideological brand of terrorists who have perverted one of the world’s great religions.  With access to technology that 
allows small groups to do great harm, they have embraced a nightmarish vision that would divide the world into adherents and 
infidels -- killing as many innocent civilians as possible, employing the most brutal methods to intimidate people within their 
communities. 
I have made it clear that America will not base our entire foreign policy on reacting to terrorism.  Instead, we’ve waged a focused 
campaign against al Qaeda and its associated forces -- taking out their leaders, denying them the safe havens they rely on.  At the 
same time, we have reaffirmed again and again that the United States is not and never will be at war with Islam.  Islam teaches 
peace.  Muslims the world over aspire to live with dignity and a sense of justice.  And when it comes to America and Islam, there is 
no us and them, there is only us -- because millions of Muslim Americans are part of the fabric of our country. So we reject any 
suggestion of a clash of civilizations. Belief in permanent religious war is the misguided refuge of extremists who cannot build or 
create anything, and therefore peddle only fanaticism and hate.  And it is no exaggeration to say that humanity’s future depends on 
us uniting against those who would divide us along the fault lines of tribe or sect, race or religion. But this is not simply a matter of 
words.  Collectively, we must take concrete steps to address the danger posed by religiously motivated fanatics, and the trends that 
fuel their recruitment.  Moreover, this campaign against extremism goes beyond a narrow security challenge.  For while we’ve 
degraded methodically core al Qaeda and supported a transition to a sovereign Afghan government, extremist ideology has shifted 
to other places -- particularly in the Middle East and North Africa, where a quarter of young people have no job, where food and 
water could grow scarce, where corruption is rampant and sectarian conflicts have become increasingly hard to contain.  As an 
international community, we must meet this challenge with a focus on four areas.  First, the terrorist group known as ISIL must be 
degraded and ultimately destroyed. This group has terrorized all who they come across in Iraq and Syria.  Mothers, sisters, 
daughters have been subjected to rape as a weapon of war.  Innocent children have been gunned down.  Bodies have been 
dumped in mass graves.  Religious minorities have been starved to death.  In the most horrific crimes imaginable, innocent human 
beings have been beheaded, with videos of the atrocity distributed to shock the conscience of the world. No God condones this 
terror.  No grievance justifies these actions.  There can be no reasoning -- no negotiation -- with this brand of evil.  The only 
language understood by killers like this is the language of force.  So the United States of America will work with a broad coalition to 
dismantle this network of death. In this effort, we do not act alone -- nor do we intend to send U.S. troops to occupy foreign lands. 
 Instead, we will support Iraqis and Syrians fighting to reclaim their communities.  We will use our military might in a campaign of 
airstrikes to roll back ISIL.  We will train and equip forces fighting against these terrorists on the ground.  We will work to cut off 
their financing, and to stop the flow of fighters into and out of the region.  And already, over 40 nations have offered to join this 
coalition. Today, I ask the world to join in this effort.  Those who have joined ISIL should leave the battlefield while they can.  Those 
who continue to fight for a hateful cause will find they are increasingly alone.  For we will not succumb to threats, and we will 
demonstrate that the future belongs to those who build -- not those who destroy.  So that's an immediate challenge, the first 
challenge that we must meet. The second:  It is time for the world -- especially Muslim communities -- to explicitly, forcefully, and 
consistently reject the ideology of organizations like al Qaeda and ISIL. It is one of the tasks of all great religions to accommodate 
devout faith with a modern, multicultural world.  No children are born hating, and no children -- anywhere -- should be educated to 
hate other people.  There should be no more tolerance of so-called clerics who call upon people to harm innocents because they’re 
Jewish, or because they're Christian, or because they're Muslim.  It is time for a new compact among the civilized peoples of this 
world to eradicate war at its most fundamental source, and that is the corruption of young minds by violent ideology. That means 
cutting off the funding that fuels this hate.  It’s time to end the hypocrisy of those who accumulate wealth through the global 
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economy and then siphon funds to those who teach children to tear it down. That means contesting the space that terrorists 
occupy, including the Internet and social media.  Their propaganda has coerced young people to travel abroad to fight their wars, 
and turned students -- young people full of potential -- into suicide bombers.  We must offer an alternative vision. That means 
bringing people of different faiths together.  All religions have been attacked by extremists from within at some point, and all 
people of faith have a responsibility to lift up the value at the heart of all great religions:  Do unto thy neighbor as you would do -- 
you would have done unto yourself. The ideology of ISIL or al Qaeda or Boko Haram will wilt and die if it is consistently exposed and 
confronted and refuted in the light of day.  Look at the new Forum for Promoting Peace in Muslim Societies -- Sheikh bin Bayyah 
described its purpose:  “We must declare war on war, so the outcome will be peace upon peace.”  Look at the young British 
Muslims who responded to terrorist propaganda by starting the “NotInMyName” campaign, declaring, “ISIS is hiding behind a false 
Islam.”  Look at the Christian and Muslim leaders who came together in the Central African Republic to reject violence; listen to the 
Imam who said, “Politics try to divide the religious in our country, but religion shouldn’t be a cause of hate, war, or strife.” Later 
today, the Security Council will adopt a resolution that underscores the responsibility of states to counter violent extremism.  But 
resolutions must be followed by tangible commitments, so we’re accountable when we fall short.  Next year, we should all be 
prepared to announce the concrete steps that we have taken to counter extremist ideologies in our own countries -- by getting 
intolerance out of schools, stopping radicalization before it spreads, and promoting institutions and programs that build new 
bridges of understanding. Third, we must address the cycle of conflict -- especially sectarian conflict -- that creates the conditions 
that terrorists prey upon. There is nothing new about wars within religions.  Christianity endured centuries of vicious sectarian 
conflict.  Today, it is violence within Muslim communities that has become the source of so much human misery.  It is time to 
acknowledge the destruction wrought by proxy wars and terror campaigns between Sunni and Shia across the Middle East.  And it 
is time that political, civic and religious leaders reject sectarian strife.  So let’s be clear:  This is a fight that no one is winning.  A 
brutal civil war in Syria has already killed nearly 200,000 people, displaced millions.  Iraq has come perilously close to plunging back 
into the abyss.  The conflict has created a fertile recruiting ground for terrorists who inevitably export this violence. The good news 
is we also see signs that this tide could be reversed.  We have a new, inclusive government in Baghdad; a new Iraqi Prime Minister 
welcomed by his neighbors; Lebanese factions rejecting those who try to provoke war.  And these steps must be followed by a 
broader truce.  Nowhere is this more necessary than Syria.  Together with our partners, America is training and equipping the 
Syrian opposition to be a counterweight to the terrorists of ISIL and the brutality of the Assad regime.  But the only lasting solution 
to Syria’s civil war is political -- an inclusive political transition that responds to the legitimate aspirations of all Syrian citizens, 
regardless of ethnicity, regardless of creed. Cynics may argue that such an outcome can never come to pass.  But there is no other 
way for this madness to end -- whether one year from now or ten.  And it points to the fact that it’s time for a broader negotiation 
in the region in which major powers address their differences directly, honestly, and peacefully across the table from one another, 
rather than through gun-wielding proxies.  I can promise you America will remain engaged in the region, and we are prepared to 
engage in that effort. My fourth and final point is a simple one:  The countries of the Arab and Muslim world must focus on the 
extraordinary potential of their people -- especially the youth. And here I’d like to speak directly to young people across the Muslim 
world.  You come from a great tradition that stands for education, not ignorance; innovation, not destruction; the dignity of life, not 
murder.  Those who call you away from this path are betraying this tradition, not defending it. You have demonstrated that when 
young people have the tools to succeed -- good schools, education in math and science, an economy that nurtures creativity and 
entrepreneurship -- then societies will flourish.  So America will partner with those that promote that vision. Where women are full 
participants in a country’s politics or economy, societies are more likely to succeed.  And that’s why we support the participation of 
women in parliaments and peace processes, schools and the economy. If young people live in places where the only option is 
between the dictates of a state, or the lure of an extremist underground, then no counterterrorism strategy can succeed.  But 
where a genuine civil society is allowed to flourish -- where people can express their views, and organize peacefully for a better life 
-- then you dramatically expand the alternatives to terror. 
And such positive change need not come at the expense of tradition and faith.  We see this in Iraq, where a young man started a 
library for his peers.  “We link Iraq’s heritage to their hearts,” he said, and “give them a reason to stay.”  We see it in Tunisia, where 
secular and Islamist parties worked together through a political process to produce a new constitution.  We see it in Senegal, where 
civil society thrives alongside a strong democratic government.  We see it in Malaysia, where vibrant entrepreneurship is propelling 
a former colony into the ranks of advanced economies.  And we see it in Indonesia, where what began as a violent transition has 
evolved into a genuine democracy.   Now, ultimately, the task of rejecting sectarianism and rejecting extremism is a generational 
task -- and a task for the people of the Middle East themselves.   No external power can bring about a transformation of hearts and 
minds.  But America will be a respectful and constructive partner.  We will neither tolerate terrorist safe havens, nor act as an 
occupying power.  We will take action against threats to our security and our allies, while building an architecture of 
counterterrorism cooperation.  We will increase efforts to lift up those who counter extremist ideologies and who seek to resolve 
sectarian conflict.  And we will expand our programs to support entrepreneurship and civil society, education and youth -- because, 
ultimately, these investments are the best antidote to violence. We recognize as well that leadership will be necessary to address 
the conflict between Palestinians and Israelis.  As bleak as the landscape appears, America will not give up on the pursuit of peace. 
 Understand, the situation in Iraq and Syria and Libya should cure anybody of the illusion that the Arab-Israeli conflict is the main 
source of problems in the region.  For far too long, that's been used as an excuse to distract people from problems at home.  The 
violence engulfing the region today has made too many Israelis ready to abandon the hard work of peace.  And that's something 
worthy of reflection within Israel. Because let’s be clear:  The status quo in the West Bank and Gaza is not sustainable.  We cannot 
afford to turn away from this effort -- not when rockets are fired at innocent Israelis, or the lives of so many Palestinian children are 
taken from us in Gaza. So long as I am President, we will stand up for the principle that Israelis, Palestinians, the region and the 
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world will be more just and more safe with two states living side by side, in peace and security. So this is what America is prepared 
to do:  Taking action against immediate threats, while pursuing a world in which the need for such action is diminished.  The United 
States will never shy away from defending our interests, but we will also not shy away from the promise of this institution and its 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights -- the notion that peace is not merely the absence of war, but the presence of a better life.  I 
realize that America’s critics will be quick to point out that at times we too have failed to live up to our ideals; that America has 
plenty of problems within its own borders.  This is true.  In a summer marked by instability in the Middle East and Eastern Europe, I 
know the world also took notice of the small American city of Ferguson, Missouri -- where a young man was killed, and a 
community was divided.  So, yes, we have our own racial and ethnic tensions.  And like every country, we continually wrestle with 
how to reconcile the vast changes wrought by globalization and greater diversity with the traditions that we hold dear. But we 
welcome the scrutiny of the world -- because what you see in America is a country that has steadily worked to address our 
problems, to make our union more perfect, to bridge the divides that existed at the founding of this nation.  America is not the 
same as it was 100 years ago, or 50 years ago, or even a decade ago.  Because we fight for our ideals, and we are willing to criticize 
ourselves when we fall short.  Because we hold our leaders accountable, and insist on a free press and independent judiciary. 
 Because we address our differences in the open space of democracy -- with respect for the rule of law; with a place for people of 
every race and every religion; and with an unyielding belief in the ability of individual men and women to change their communities 
and their circumstances and their countries for the better. After nearly six years as President, I believe that this promise can help 
light the world.  Because I have seen a longing for positive change -- for peace and for freedom and for opportunity and for the end 
to bigotry -- in the eyes of young people who I’ve met around the globe. They remind me that no matter who you are, or where you 
come from, or what you look like, or what God you pray to, or who you love, there is something fundamental that we all share. 
 Eleanor Roosevelt, a champion of the UN and America’s role in it, once asked, “Where, after all, do universal human rights begin? 
 In small places,” she said, “close to home -- so close and so small that they cannot be seen on any maps of the world.  Yet they are 
the world of the individual person; the neighborhood he lives in; the school or college he attends; the factory, farm or office where 
he works.” Around the world, young people are moving forward hungry for a better world.  Around the world, in small places, 
they're overcoming hatred and bigotry and sectarianism.  And they're learning to respect each other, despite differences. The 
people of the world now look to us, here, to be as decent, and as dignified, and as courageous as they are trying to be in their daily 
lives.  And at this crossroads, I can promise you that the United States of America will not be distracted or deterred from what must 
be done.  We are heirs to a proud legacy of freedom, and we’re prepared to do what is necessary to secure that legacy for 
generations to come.  I ask that you join us in this common mission, for today’s children and tomorrow’s. 
Thank you very much. 
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Good evening, everybody. I just want to make a few brief comments about the attacks across Paris tonight. Once again, we’ve seen 
an outrageous attempt to terrorize innocent civilians. This is an attack not just on Paris, it’s an attack not just on the people of 
France, but this is an attack on all of humanity and the universal values that we share. We stand prepared and ready to provide 
whatever assistance that the government and the people of France need to respond. France is our oldest ally. The French people 
have stood shoulder to shoulder with the United States time and again. And we want to be very clear that we stand together with 
them in the fight against terrorism and extremism. Paris itself represents the timeless values of human progress. Those who think 
that they can terrorize the people of France or the values that they stand for are wrong. The American people draw strength from 
the French people’s commitment to life, liberty, the pursuit of happiness. We are reminded in this time of tragedy that the bonds of 
liberté and égalité and fraternité are not only values that the French people care so deeply about, but they are values that we 
share. And those values are going to endure far beyond any act of terrorism or the hateful vision of those who perpetrated the 
crimes this evening. We’re going to do whatever it takes to work with the French people and with nations around the world to 
bring these terrorists to justice, and to go after any terrorist networks that go after our people. We don’t yet know all the details of 
what has happened. We have been in contact with French officials to communicate our deepest condolences to the families of 
those who have been killed, to offer our prayers and thoughts to those who have been wounded. We have offered our full support 
to them. The situation is still unfolding. I’ve chosen not to call President Hollande at this time, because my expectation is that he’s 
very busy at the moment. I actually, by coincidence, was talking to him earlier today in preparation for the G20 meeting. But I am 
confident that I’ll be in direct communications with him in the next few days, and we’ll be coordinating in any ways that they think 
are helpful in the investigation of what’s happened. This is a heartbreaking situation. And obviously those of us here in the United 
States know what it’s like. We’ve gone through these kinds of episodes ourselves. And whenever these kinds of attacks happened, 
we’ve always been able to count on the French people to stand with us. They have been an extraordinary counterterrorism 
partner, and we intend to be there with them in that same fashion. I’m sure that in the days ahead we’ll learn more about exactly 
what happened, and my teams will make sure that we are in communication with the press to provide you accurate information. I 
don’t want to speculate at this point in terms of who was responsible for this. It appears that there may still be live activity and 
dangers that are taking place as we speak. And so until we know from French officials that the situation is under control, and we 
have for more information about it, I don’t want to speculate. 
Thank you very much. 
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Good evening.  On Wednesday, 14 Americans were killed as they came together to celebrate the holidays.  They were taken from 
family and friends who loved them deeply. They were white and black; Latino and Asian; immigrants and American-born; moms 
and dads; daughters and sons.  Each of them served their fellow citizens and all of them were part of our American family. Tonight, 
I want to talk with you about this tragedy, the broader threat of terrorism, and how we can keep our country safe. The FBI is still 
gathering the facts about what happened in San Bernardino, but here is what we know.  The victims were brutally murdered and 
injured by one of their coworkers and his wife.  So far, we have no evidence that the killers were directed by a terrorist organization 
overseas, or that they were part of a broader conspiracy here at home.  But it is clear that the two of them had gone down the dark 
path of radicalization, embracing a perverted interpretation of Islam that calls for war against America and the West.  They had 
stockpiled assault weapons, ammunition, and pipe bombs.  So this was an act of terrorism, designed to kill innocent people. Our 
nation has been at war with terrorists since al Qaeda killed nearly 3,000 Americans on 9/11.  In the process, we’ve hardened our 
defenses -- from airports to financial centers, to other critical infrastructure.  Intelligence and law enforcement agencies have 
disrupted countless plots here and overseas, and worked around the clock to keep us safe.  Our military and counterterrorism 
professionals have relentlessly pursued terrorist networks overseas -- disrupting safe havens in several different countries, killing 
Osama bin Laden, and decimating al Qaeda’s leadership. Over the last few years, however, the terrorist threat has evolved into a 
new phase.  As we’ve become better at preventing complex, multifaceted attacks like 9/11, terrorists turned to less complicated 
acts of violence like the mass shootings that are all too common in our society.  It is this type of attack that we saw at Fort Hood in 
2009; in Chattanooga earlier this year; and now in San Bernardino.  And as groups like ISIL grew stronger amidst the chaos of war in 
Iraq and then Syria, and as the Internet erases the distance between countries, we see growing efforts by terrorists to poison the 
minds of people like the Boston Marathon bombers and the San Bernardino killers. For seven years, I’ve confronted this evolving 
threat each morning in my intelligence briefing.  And since the day I took this office, I’ve authorized U.S. forces to take out terrorists 
abroad precisely because I know how real the danger is.  As Commander-in-Chief, I have no greater responsibility than the security 
of the American people.  As a father to two young daughters who are the most precious part of my life, I know that we see 
ourselves with friends and coworkers at a holiday party like the one in San Bernardino.  I know we see our kids in the faces of the 
young people killed in Paris.  And I know that after so much war, many Americans are asking whether we are confronted by a 
cancer that has no immediate cure. Well, here’s what I want you to know:  The threat from terrorism is real, but we will overcome 
it.  We will destroy ISIL and any other organization that tries to harm us.  Our success won’t depend on tough talk, or abandoning 
our values, or giving into fear.  That’s what groups like ISIL are hoping for.  Instead, we will prevail by being strong and smart, 
resilient and relentless, and by drawing upon every aspect of American power. Here’s how.  First, our military will continue to hunt 
down terrorist plotters in any country where it is necessary.  In Iraq and Syria, airstrikes are taking out ISIL leaders, heavy weapons, 
oil tankers, infrastructure.  And since the attacks in Paris, our closest allies -- including France, Germany, and the United Kingdom -- 
have ramped up their contributions to our military campaign, which will help us accelerate our effort to destroy ISIL. Second, we 
will continue to provide training and equipment to tens of thousands of Iraqi and Syrian forces fighting ISIL on the ground so that 
we take away their safe havens.  In both countries, we’re deploying Special Operations Forces who can accelerate that offensive. 
 We’ve stepped up this effort since the attacks in Paris, and we’ll continue to invest more in approaches that are working on the 
ground. Third, we’re working with friends and allies to stop ISIL’s operations -- to disrupt plots, cut off their financing, and prevent 
them from recruiting more fighters.  Since the attacks in Paris, we’ve surged intelligence-sharing with our European allies.  We’re 
working with Turkey to seal its border with Syria. And we are cooperating with Muslim-majority countries -- and with our Muslim 
communities here at home -- to counter the vicious ideology that ISIL promotes online. Fourth, with American leadership, the 
international community has begun to establish a process -- and timeline -- to pursue ceasefires and a political resolution to the 
Syrian war. Doing so will allow the Syrian people and every country, including our allies, but also countries like Russia, to focus on 
the common goal of destroying ISIL -- a group that threatens us all. This is our strategy to destroy ISIL.  It is designed and supported 
by our military commanders and counterterrorism experts, together with 65 countries that have joined an American-led coalition. 
 And we constantly examine our strategy to determine when additional steps are needed to get the job done. That’s why I’ve 
ordered the Departments of State and Homeland Security to review the Visa Waiver Program under which the female terrorist in 
San Bernardino originally came to this country.  And that’s why I will urge high-tech and law enforcement leaders to make it harder 
for terrorists to use technology to escape from justice. Now, here at home, we have to work together to address the challenge. 
 There are several steps that Congress should take right away. To begin with, Congress should act to make sure no one on a no-fly 
list is able to buy a gun.  What could possibly be the argument for allowing a terrorist suspect to buy a semi-automatic weapon? 
 This is a matter of national security. We also need to make it harder for people to buy powerful assault weapons like the ones that 
were used in San Bernardino.  I know there are some who reject any gun safety measures.  But the fact is that our intelligence and 
law enforcement agencies -- no matter how effective they are -- cannot identify every would-be mass shooter, whether that 
individual is motivated by ISIL or some other hateful ideology.  What we can do -- and must do -- is make it harder for them to kill. 
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Next, we should put in place stronger screening for those who come to America without a visa so that we can take a hard look at 
whether they’ve traveled to war zones.  And we’re working with members of both parties in Congress to do exactly that. Finally, if 
Congress believes, as I do, that we are at war with ISIL, it should go ahead and vote to authorize the continued use of military force 
against these terrorists.  For over a year, I have ordered our military to take thousands of airstrikes against ISIL targets.  I think it’s 
time for Congress to vote to demonstrate that the American people are united, and committed, to this fight. My fellow Americans, 
these are the steps that we can take together to defeat the terrorist threat.  Let me now say a word about what we should not do. 
We should not be drawn once more into a long and costly ground war in Iraq or Syria.  That’s what groups like ISIL want. They know 
they can’t defeat us on the battlefield.  ISIL fighters were part of the insurgency that we faced in Iraq.  But they also know that if we 
occupy foreign lands, they can maintain insurgencies for years, killing thousands of our troops, draining our resources, and using 
our presence to draw new recruits. The strategy that we are using now -- airstrikes, Special Forces, and working with local forces 
who are fighting to regain control of their own country -- that is how we’ll achieve a more sustainable victory.  And it won’t require 
us sending a new generation of Americans overseas to fight and die for another decade on foreign soil. Here’s what else we cannot 
do.  We cannot turn against one another by letting this fight be defined as a war between America and Islam.  That, too, is what 
groups like ISIL want.  ISIL does not speak for Islam.  They are thugs and killers, part of a cult of death, and they account for a tiny 
fraction of more than a billion Muslims around the world -- including millions of patriotic Muslim Americans who reject their 
hateful ideology. Moreover, the vast majority of terrorist victims around the world are Muslim.  If we’re to succeed in defeating 
terrorism we must enlist Muslim communities as some of our strongest allies, rather than push them away through suspicion and 
hate. That does not mean denying the fact that an extremist ideology has spread within some Muslim communities.  This is a real 
problem that Muslims must confront, without excuse.  Muslim leaders here and around the globe have to continue working with us 
to decisively and unequivocally reject the hateful ideology that groups like ISIL and al Qaeda promote; to speak out against not just 
acts of violence, but also those interpretations of Islam that are incompatible with the values of religious tolerance, mutual respect, 
and human dignity. But just as it is the responsibility of Muslims around the world to root out misguided ideas that lead to 
radicalization, it is the responsibility of all Americans -- of every faith -- to reject discrimination.  It is our responsibility to reject 
religious tests on who we admit into this country.  It’s our responsibility to reject proposals that Muslim Americans should 
somehow be treated differently.  Because when we travel down that road, we lose.  That kind of divisiveness, that betrayal of our 
values plays into the hands of groups like ISIL.  Muslim Americans are our friends and our neighbors, our co-workers, our sports 
heroes -- and, yes, they are our men and women in uniform who are willing to die in defense of our country. We have to remember 
that. My fellow Americans, I am confident we will succeed in this mission because we are on the right side of history.  We were 
founded upon a belief in human dignity -- that no matter who you are, or where you come from, or what you look like, or what 
religion you practice, you are equal in the eyes of God and equal in the eyes of the law. Even in this political season, even as we 
properly debate what steps I and future Presidents must take to keep our country safe, let’s make sure we never forget what 
makes us exceptional. Let’s not forget that freedom is more powerful than fear; that we have always met challenges -- whether war 
or depression, natural disasters or terrorist attacks -- by coming together around our common ideals as one nation, as one people. 
 So long as we stay true to that tradition, I have no doubt America will prevail. Thank you.  God bless you, and may God bless the 
United States of America. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
65 
 
 
David Cameron speech 1. Statement 12 november 2015 
 
 
Good morning. Last night, the United States carried out an air strike in Raqqa, Syria, targeting Mohammed Emwazi – the ISIL 
executioner known as Jihadi John. We cannot yet be certain if the strike was successful. But let me be clear. I have always said that 
we would do whatever was necessary, whatever it took, to track down Emwazi and stop him taking the lives of others. We have 
been working, with the United States, literally around the clock to track him down. This was a combined effort. And the 
contribution of both our countries was essential. Emwazi is a barbaric murderer. He was shown in those sickening videos of the 
beheadings of British aid workers. He posed an ongoing and serious threat to innocent civilians not only in Syria, but around the 
world, and in the United Kingdom too. He was ISIL’s lead executioner, and let us never forget that he killed many, many, Muslims 
too. And he was intent on murdering many more people. So this was an act of self-defence. It was the right thing to do. Today I 
want to thank the United States: the United Kingdom has no better friend or ally. And I want to pay tribute to all those 
professionals in our own security and intelligence agencies and armed forces for the extraordinary work they do on behalf of our 
country. On this, as so often, they’ve been working hand in glove with their American colleagues. We are proud of them. If this 
strike was successful, and we still await confirmation of that, it will be a strike at the heart of ISIL. And it will demonstrate to those 
who would do Britain, our people and our allies harm: we have a long reach, we have unwavering determination and we never 
forget about our citizens. The threat ISIL pose continues. Britain and her allies will not rest until we have defeated this evil terrorist 
death cult, and the poisonous ideology on which it feeds. Today though, my thoughts, and the thoughts of our country, are with the 
families of those who were so brutally murdered. Japanese citizens Kenji Goto and Haruna Yukawa, American journalists Steven 
Sotloff and James Foley and aid worker Abdul-Rahman Kassig. And of course our own citizens. Aid workers David Haines and Alan 
Henning. Nothing will bring back David and Alan. Their courage and selflessness stand in stark contrast to the empty callousness of 
their murderers. Their families and their friends should be proud of them, as we are. They were the best of British and they will be 
remembered long after the murderers of ISIL are forgotten. 
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David Cameron speech 2. Statement on the killing of British aid 
worker David Haines . 14 September 2014 
 
Today the whole country will want to express its deep sympathy for David Haines' family. They have endured the last 18 months of 
David's captivity with extraordinary courage and now David has been murdered in the most callous and brutal way imaginable by 
an organisation which is the embodiment of evil. We will hunt down those responsible and bring them to justice no matter how 
long it takes. David Haines was an aid worker. He went into harm's way, not to harm people but to help his fellow human beings in 
the hour of their direst need, from the Balkans to the Middle East. His family spoke of the joy he felt when he learned he got his job 
in Syria. His selflessness, his decency, his burning desire to help others has today cost him his life. But the whole country, like his 
grieving family, can be incredibly proud of what he did and what he stood for in his humanitarian mission. David Haines was a 
British hero. The fact that an aid worker was taken, held and brutally murdered at the hands of Isil sums up what this organisation 
stands for. They are killing and slaughtering thousands of people - Christians, Muslims, minorities across Iraq and Syria. They boast 
of their brutality. They claim to do this in the name of Islam. That is nonsense. Islam is a religion of peace. They are not Muslims, 
they are monsters. They make no secret of their desire to do as much harm, not just in the Middle East but to any countries or 
peoples who seek to stand in their way, or dare to stand for values that they disagree with. It was an Isil fanatic who gunned down 
four people in a museum in Brussels. So let me be clear, the British people need to know this is a fanatical organisation called Isil 
that has not only murdered a British hostage, they have planned and continue to plan attacks across Europe and in our country. We 
are a peaceful people, we do not seek out confrontation. But we need to understand - we cannot ignore this threat to our security 
and that of our allies. There is no option of keeping our heads down that would make us safe. The problem would merely get 
worse, as it has done over recent months. Not just for us, but for Europe and for the world. We cannot just walk on by if we are to 
keep this country safe. We have to confront this menace. Step by step, we must drive back, dismantle and ultimately destroy Isil 
and what it stands for. We will do so in a calm, deliberate way, but with an iron determination. We will not do so on our own, but 
with working closely with our allies, not just in the United States and in Europe, but also in the region.  Because this organisation 
poses a massive threat to the entire Middle East. So we will defeat Isil through a comprehensive and sustained counter-terrorism 
strategy. First, we will work with the Iraqi government to ensure it represents all of its people and is able to tackle this threat 
effectively We will support the Kurdish regional government who are holding the front line against Isil. We will help them protect 
their own people and the minorities, including Christians that they have helped already, through our supplies of ammunition and of 
training. Second, we will work at the United Nations to mobilise the broadest possible support to bear down on Isil. Third, the 
United States is taking direct military action. We support that. British Tornadoes and surveillance aircraft have been helping with 
intelligence gathering and logistics. This is not about British combat troops on the ground. It is about working with others to 
extinguish this terrorist threat. As this strategy intensifies, we are ready to take whatever steps are necessary to deal with this 
threat and keep our country safe. Fourth, we will continue to support the enormous humanitarian efforts, including using the RAF 
to do so, to help the literally millions of people who have fled Isil and are now living in appalling conditions. And fifth, and perhaps 
most important, we will maintain and continue to reinforce our formidable counter-terrorist effort here at home, to prevent 
attacks and to hunt down those who are planning any. People across this country will have been sickened by the fact it could have 
been a British citizen, a British citizen who could have carried out this unspeakable act. It is the very opposite of everything our 
country stands for. It falls to the government and to each and every one of us to drain this poison from our society and to take on 
this warped ideology that is radicalising some of our young people. The murder of David Haines at the hands of Isil will not leave 
Britain to shirk our responsibility with our allies to deal with the threat that this organisation poses. It must strengthen our resolve. 
We must recognise that it will take time to eradicate a threat like this. It will require, as I have described, action at home and 
abroad. This is not something we can do on our own, we have to work with the rest of the world. But ultimately our security as a 
nation, the way we go about everyday lives in this free and tolerant society that is Britain, has always depended on our readiness to 
act against those who stand for hatred and who stand for destruction. And that is exactly what we will do. 
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Donald Trump speech 1. 16 June 2015 
 
Wow. Whoa. That is some group of people. Thousands.So nice, thank you very much. That’s really nice. Thank you. It’s great to be 
at Trump Tower. It’s great to be in a wonderful city, New York. And it’s an honor to have everybody here. This is beyond anybody’s 
expectations. There’s been no crowd like this. And, I can tell, some of the candidates, they went in. They didn’t know the air-
conditioner didn’t work. They sweated like dogs. They didn’t know the room was too big, because they didn’t have anybody there. 
How are they going to beat ISIS? I don’t think it’s gonna happen. Our country is in serious trouble. We don’t have victories 
anymore. We used to have victories, but we don’t have them. When was the last time anybody saw us beating, let’s say, China in a 
trade deal? They kill us. I beat China all the time. All the time. When did we beat Japan at anything? They send their cars over by 
the millions, and what do we do? When was the last time you saw a Chevrolet in Tokyo? It doesn’t exist, folks. They beat us all the 
time. When do we beat Mexico at the border? They’re laughing at us, at our stupidity. And now they are beating us economically. 
They are not our friend, believe me. But they’re killing us economically. The U.S. has become a dumping ground for everybody 
else’s problems. Thank you. It’s true, and these are the best and the finest. When Mexico sends its people, they’re not sending their 
best. They’re not sending you. They’re not sending you. They’re sending people that have lots of problems, and they’re bringing 
those problems with us. They’re bringing drugs. They’re bringing crime. They’re rapists. And some, I assume, are good people.But I 
speak to border guards and they tell us what we’re getting. And it only makes common sense. It only makes common sense. 
They’re sending us not the right people. It’s coming from more than Mexico. It’s coming from all over South and Latin America, and 
it’s coming probably — probably — from the Middle East. But we don’t know. Because we have no protection and we have no 
competence, we don’t know what’s happening. And it’s got to stop and it’s got to stop fast.(APPLAUSE) Islamic terrorism is eating 
up large portions of the Middle East. They’ve become rich. I’m in competition with them. They just built a hotel in Syria. Can you 
believe this? They built a hotel. When I have to build a hotel, I pay interest. They don’t have to pay interest, because they took the 
oil that, when we left Iraq, I said we should’ve taken. So now ISIS has the oil, and what they don’t have, Iran has. And in 19 — and I 
will tell you this, and I said it very strongly, years ago, I said — and I love the military, and I want to have the strongest military that 
we’ve ever had, and we need it more now than ever. But I said, “Don’t hit Iraq,” because you’re going to totally destabilize the 
Middle East. Iran is going to take over the Middle East, Iran and somebody else will get the oil, and it turned out that Iran is now 
taking over Iraq. Think of it. Iran is taking over Iraq, and they’re taking it over big league. We spent $2 trillion in Iraq, $2 trillion. We 
lost thousands of lives, thousands in Iraq. We have wounded soldiers, who I love, I love — they’re great — all over the place, 
thousands and thousands of wounded soldiers. And we have nothing. We can’t even go there. We have nothing. And every time we 
give Iraq equipment, the first time a bullet goes off in the air, they leave it. Last week, I read 2,300 Humvees — these are big 
vehicles — were left behind for the enemy. 2,000? You would say maybe two, maybe four? 2,300 sophisticated vehicles, they ran, 
and the enemy took them. Last quarter, it was just announced our gross domestic product — a sign of strength, right? But not for 
us. It was below zero. Whoever heard of this? It’s never below zero. Our labor participation rate was the worst since 1978. But 
think of it, GDP below zero, horrible labor participation rate.And our real unemployment is anywhere from 18 to 20 percent. Don’t 
believe the 5.6. Don’t believe it. That’s right. A lot of people up there can’t get jobs. They can’t get jobs, because there are no jobs, 
because China has our jobs and Mexico has our jobs. They all have jobs. But the real number, the real number is anywhere from 18 
to 19 and maybe even 21 percent, and nobody talks about it, because it’s a statistic that’s full of nonsense. Our enemies are getting 
stronger and stronger by the way, and we as a country are getting weaker. Even our nuclear arsenal doesn’t work. It came out 
recently they have equipment that is 30 years old. They don’t know if it worked. And I thought it was horrible when it was 
broadcast on television, because boy, does that send signals to Putin and all of the other people that look at us and they say, “That 
is a group of people, and that is a nation that truly has no clue. They don’t know what they’re doing. They don’t know what they’re 
doing.” We have a disaster called the big lie: Obamacare. Obamacare. Yesterday, it came out that costs are going for people up 29, 
39, 49, and even 55 percent, and deductibles are through the roof. You have to be hit by a tractor, literally, a tractor, to use it, 
because the deductibles are so high, it’s virtually useless. It’s virtually useless. It is a disaster.And remember the $5 billion Web site? 
$5 billion we spent on a Web site, and to this day it doesn’t work. A $5 billion Web site. I have so many Web sites, I have them all 
over the place. I hire people, they do a Web site. It costs me $3. $5 billion Web site.Well, you need somebody, because politicians 
are all talk, no action. Nothing’s gonna get done. They will not bring us — believe me — to the promised land. They will not. As an 
example, I’ve been on the circuit making speeches, and I hear my fellow Republicans. And they’re wonderful people. I like them. 
They all want me to support them. They don’t know how to bring it about. They come up to my office. I’m meeting with three of  
them in the next week. And they don’t know — “Are you running? Are you not running? Could we have your support? What do we 
do? How do we do it?” I like them. And I hear their speeches. And they don’t talk jobs and they don’t talk China. When was the last 
time you heard China is killing us? They’re devaluing their currency to a level that you wouldn’t believe. It makes it impossible for 
our companies to compete, impossible. They’re killing us. But you don’t hear that from anybody else. You don’t hear it from 
anybody else. And I watch the speeches. No more free (inaudible). Thank you. I watch the speeches of these people, and they say 
the sun will rise, the moon will set, all sorts of wonderful things will happen. And people are saying, “What’s going on? I just want a 
job. Just get me a job. I don’t need the rhetoric. I want a job.” And that’s what’s happening. And it’s going to get worse, because 
remember, Obamacare really kicks in in ’16, 2016. Obama is going to be out playing golf. He might be on one of my courses. I would 
invite him, I actually would say. I have the best courses in the world, so I’d say, you what, if he wants to — I have one right next to 
the White House, right on the Potomac. If he’d like to play, that’s fine. In fact, I’d love him to leave early and play, that would be a 
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very good thing. But Obamacare kicks in in 2016. Really big league. It is going to be amazingly destructive. Doctors are quitting. I 
have a friend who’s a doctor, and he said to me the other day, “Donald, I never saw anything like it. I have more accountants than I 
have nurses. It’s a disaster. My patients are beside themselves. They had a plan that was good. They have no plan now.” We have 
to repeal Obamacare, and it can be — and — and it can be replaced with something much better for everybody. Let it be for 
everybody. But much better and much less expensive for people and for the government. And we can do it. So I’ve watched the 
politicians. I’ve dealt with them all my life. If you can’t make a good deal with a politician, then there’s something wrong with you. 
You’re certainly not very good. And that’s what we have= representing us. They will never make America great again. They don’t 
even have a chance. They’re controlled fully — they’re controlled fully by the lobbyists, by the donors, and by the special interests, 
fully. Yes, they control them. Hey, I have lobbyists. I have to tell you. I have lobbyists that can produce anything for me. They’re 
great. But you know what? it won’t happen. It won’t happen. Because we have to stop doing things for some people, but for this 
country, it’s destroying our country. We have to stop, and it has to stop now. It needs Trump. Now, our country needs — our 
country needs a truly great leader, and we need a truly great leader now. We need a leader that wrote “The Art of the Deal.” We 
need a leader that can bring back our jobs, can bring back our manufacturing, can bring back our military, can take care of our vets. 
Our vets have been abandoned. And we also need a cheerleader. You know, when President Obama was elected, I said, “Well, the 
one thing, I think he’ll do well. I think he’ll be a great cheerleader for the country. I think he’d be a great spirit.” He was vibrant. He 
was young. I really thought that he would be a great cheerleader. He’s not a leader. That’s true. You’re right about that. But he 
wasn’t a cheerleader. He’s actually a negative force. He’s been a negative force. He wasn’t a cheerleader; he was the opposite. We 
need somebody that can take the brand of the United States and make it great again. It’s not great again. We need — we need 
somebody — we need somebody that literally will take this country and make it great again. We can do that. And, I will tell you, I 
love my life. I have a wonderful family. They’re saying, “Dad, you’re going to do something that’s going to be so tough.” You know, 
all of my life, I’ve heard that a truly successful person, a really, really successful person and even modestly successful cannot run for 
public office. Just can’t happen. And yet that’s the kind of mindset that you need to make this country great again. So ladies and 
gentlemen…I am officially running… for president of the United States, and we are going to make our country great again. It can 
happen. Our country has tremendous potential. We have tremendous people. We have people that aren’t working. We have 
people that have no incentive to work. But they’re going to have incentive to work, because the greatest social program is a job. 
And they’ll be proud, and they’ll love it, and they’ll make much more than they would’ve ever made, and they’ll be — they’ll be 
doing so well, and we’re going to be thriving as a country, thriving. It can happen. I will be the greatest jobs president that God ever 
created. I tell you that. I’ll bring back our jobs from China, from Mexico, from Japan, from so many places. I’ll bring back our jobs, 
and I’ll bring back our money. Right now, think of this: We owe China $1.3 trillion. We owe Japan more than that. So they come in, 
they take our jobs, they take our money, and then they loan us back the money, and we pay them in interest, and then the dollar 
goes up so their deal’s even better. How stupid are our leaders? How stupid are these politicians to allow this to happen? How 
stupid are they? I’m going to tell you — thank you. I’m going to tell you a couple of stories about trade, because I’m totally against 
the trade bill for a number of reasons. Number one, the people negotiating don’t have a clue. Our president doesn’t have a clue. 
He’s a bad negotiator. He’s the one that did Bergdahl. We get Bergdahl, they get five killer terrorists that everybody wanted over 
there. We get Bergdahl. We get a traitor. We get a no-good traitor, and they get the five people that they wanted for years, and 
those people are now back on the battlefield trying to kill us. That’s the negotiator we have. Take a look at the deal he’s making 
with Iran. He makes that deal, Israel maybe won’t exist very long. It’s a disaster, and we have to protect Israel. But… So we need 
people — I’m a free trader. But the problem with free trade is you need really talented people to negotiate for you. If you don’t 
have talented people, if you don’t have great leadership, if you don’t have people that know business, not just a political hack that 
got the job because he made a contribution to a campaign, which is the way all jobs, just about, are gotten, free trade terrible. Free 
trade can be wonderful if you have smart people, but we have people that are stupid. We have people that aren’t smart. And we  
have people that are controlled by special interests. And it’s just not going to work. So, here’s a couple of stories happened 
recently. A friend of mine is a great manufacturer. And, you know, China comes over and they dump all their stuff, and I buy it. I 
buy it, because, frankly, I have an obligation to buy it, because they devalue their currency so brilliantly, they just did it recently, 
and nobody thought they could do it again. But with all our problems with Russia, with all our problems with everything — 
everything, they got away with it again. And it’s impossible for our people here to compete. So I want to tell you this story. A friend 
of mine who’s a great manufacturer, calls me up a few weeks ago. He’s very upset. I said, “What’s your problem?” He said, “You 
know, I make great product.” And I said, “I know. I know that because I buy the product.” He said, “I can’t get it into China. They 
won’t accept it. I sent a boat over and they actually sent it back. They talked about environmental, they talked about all sorts of 
crap that had nothing to do with it.” I said, “Oh, wait a minute, that’s terrible. Does anyone know this?” He said, “Yeah, they do it 
all the time with other people.” I said, “They send it back?” “Yeah. So I finally got it over there and they charged me a big tariff. 
They’re not supposed to be doing that. I told them.” Now, they do charge you tariff on trucks, when we send trucks and other 
things over there. Ask Boeing. They wanted Boeing’s secrets. They wanted their patents and all their secrets before they agreed to 
buy planes from Boeing. Hey, I’m not saying they’re stupid. I like China. I sell apartments for — I just sold an apartment for $15 
million to somebody from China. Am I supposed to dislike them? I own a big chunk of the Bank of America. Building at 1290 Avenue 
of the Americas, that I got from China in a war. Very valuable. I love China. The biggest bank in the world is from China. You know 
where their United States headquarters is located? In this building, in Trump Tower. I love China. People say, “Oh, you don’t like 
China?” No, I love them. But their leaders are much smarter than our leaders, and we can’t sustain ourself with that. There’s too 
much — it’s like — it’s like take the New England Patriots and Tom Brady and have them play your high school football team. That’s 
the difference between China’s leaders and our leaders. They are ripping us. We are rebuilding China. We’re rebuilding many 
countries. China, you go there now, roads, bridges, schools, you never saw anything like it. They have bridges that make the George 
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Washington Bridge look like small potatoes. And they’re all over the place. We have all the cards, but we don’t know how to use 
them. We don’t even know that we have the cards, because our leaders don’t understand the game. We could turn off that spigot 
by charging them tax until they behave properly. Now they’re going militarily. They’re building a military island in the middle of the 
South China sea. A military island. Now, our country could never do that because we’d have to get environmental clearance, and 
the environmentalist wouldn’t let our country — we would never build in an ocean. They built it in about one year, this massive 
military port. They’re building up their military to a point that is very scary. You have a problem with ISIS. You have a bigger 
problem with China. And, in my opinion, the new China, believe it or not, in terms of trade, is Mexico. So this man tells me about 
the manufacturing. I say, “That’s a terrible story. I hate to hear it.”But I have another one, Ford. So Mexico takes a company, a car 
company that was going to build in Tennessee, rips it out. Everybody thought the deal was dead. Reported it in the Wall Street 
Journal recently. Everybody thought it was a done deal. It’s going in and that’s going to be it, going into Tennessee. Great state, 
great people.TRUMP: All of a sudden, at the last moment, this big car manufacturer, foreign, announces they’re not going to 
Tennessee. They’re gonna spend their $1 billion in Mexico instead. Not good. Now, Ford announces a few weeks ago that Ford is 
going to build a $2.5 billion car and truck and parts manufacturing plant in Mexico. $2.5 billion, it’s going to be one of the largest in 
the world. Ford. Good company. So I announced that I’m running for president. I would… one of the early things I would do, 
probably before I even got in — and I wouldn’t even use — you know, I have — I know the smartest negotiators in the world. I 
know the good ones. I know the bad ones. I know the overrated ones. You get a lot of them that are overrated. They’re not good. 
They think they are. They get good stories, because the newspapers get buffaloed (ph). But they’re not good.But I know the 
negotiators in the world, and I put them one for each country. Believe me, folks. We will do very, very well, very, very well. But I 
wouldn’t even waste my time with this one. I would call up the head of Ford, who I know. If I was president, I’d say, 
“Congratulations. I understand that you’re building a nice $2.5 billion car factory in Mexico and that you’re going to take your cars 
and sell them to the United States zero tax, just flow them across the border.” And you say to yourself, “How does that help us,” 
right? “How does that help us? Where is that good”? It’s not. So I would say, “Congratulations. That’s the good news. Let me give 
you the bad news. Every car and every truck and every part manufactured in this plant that comes across the border, we’re going to 
charge you a 35-percent tax, and that tax is going to be paid simultaneously with the transaction, and that’s it. Now, here’s what is 
going to happen. If it’s not me in the position, it’s one of these politicians that we’re running against, you know, the 400 people that 
we’re (inaudible). And here’s what’s going to happen. They’re not so stupid. They know it’s not a good thing, and they may even be 
upset by it. But then they’re going to get a call from the donors or probably from the lobbyist for Ford and say, “You can’t do that to 
Ford, because Ford takes care of me and I take care of you, and you can’t do that to Ford.” And guess what? No problem. They’re 
going to build in Mexico. They’re going to take away thousands of jobs. It’s very bad for us. So under President Trump, here’s what 
would happen: The head of Ford will call me back, I would say within an hour after I told them the bad news. But it could be he’d 
want to be cool, and he’ll wait until the next day. You know, they want to be a little cool. And he’ll say, “Please, please, please.” 
He’ll beg for a little while, and I’ll say, “No interest.” Then he’ll call all sorts of political people, and I’ll say, “Sorry, fellas. No 
interest,” because I don’t need anybody’s money. It’s nice. I don’t need anybody’s money. I’m using my own money. I’m not using 
the lobbyists. I’m not using donors. I don’t care. I’m really rich. I (inaudible). And by the way, I’m not even saying that in a — that’s 
the kind of mindset, that’s the kind of thinking you need for this country. So — because we got to make the country rich. It sounds 
crass. Somebody said, “Oh, that’s crass.” It’s not crass. We got $18 trillion in debt. We got nothing but problems. We got a military 
that needs equipment all over the place. We got nuclear weapons that are obsolete. We’ve got nothing. We’ve got Social Security 
that’s going to be destroyed if somebody like me doesn’t bring money into the country. All these other people want to cut the hell 
out of it. I’m not going to cut it at all; I’m going to bring money in, and we’re going to save it. But here’s what’s going to happen: 
After I’m called by 30 friends of mine who contributed to different campaigns, after I’m called by all of the special interests and by 
the — the donors and by the lobbyists — and they have zero chance at convincing me, zero — I’ll get a call the next day from the 
head of Ford. He’ll say. “Please reconsider,” I’ll say no. He’ll say, “Mr. President, we’ve decided to move the plant back to the 
United States, and we’re not going to build it in Mexico.” That’s it. They have no choice. They have no choice. There are hundreds 
of things like that. I’ll give you another example.TRUMP: Saudi Arabia, they make $1 billion a day. $1 billion a day. I love the Saudis. 
Many are in this building. They make a billion dollars a day. Whenever they have problems, we send over the ships. We say “we’re 
gonna protect.” What are we doing? They’ve got nothing but money. If the right person asked them, they’d pay a fortune. They 
wouldn’t be there except for us. And believe me, you look at the border with Yemen. You remember Obama a year ago, Yemen was 
a great victory. Two weeks later, the place was blown up. Everybody got out — and they kept our equipment. They always keep our 
equipment. We ought to send used equipment, right? They always keep our equipment. We ought to send some real junk, 
because, frankly, it would be — we ought to send our surplus. We’re always losing this gorgeous brand-new stuff. But look at that 
border with Saudi Arabia. Do you really think that these people are interested in Yemen? Saudi Arabia without us is gone. They;re 
gone. And I’m the one that made all of the right predictions about Iraq. You know, all of these politicians that I’m running against 
now — it’s so nice to say I’m running as opposed to if I run, if I run. I’m running. But all of these politicians that I’m running against 
now, they’re trying to disassociate. I mean, you looked at Bush, it took him five days to answer the question on Iraq. He couldn’t 
answer the question. He didn’t know. I said, “Is he intelligent?” Then I looked at Rubio. He was unable to answer the question, is 
Iraq a good thing or bad thing? He didn’t know. He couldn’t answer the question. How are these people gonna lead us? How are we 
gonna — how are we gonna go back and make it great again? We can’t. They don’t have a clue. They can’t lead us. They can’t. They 
can’t even answer simple questions. It was terrible. But Saudi Arabia is in big, big trouble. Now, thanks to fracking and other things, 
the oil is all over the place. And I used to say it, there are ships at sea, and this was during the worst crisis, that were loaded up with 
oil, and the cartel kept the price up, because, again, they were smarter than our leaders. They were smarter than our leaders. 
There is so much wealth out there that can make our country so rich again, and therefore make it great again. Because we need 
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money. We’re dying. We’re dying. We need money. We have to do it. And we need the right people. So Ford will come back. They’ll 
all come back. And I will say this, this is going to be an election, in my opinion, that’s based on competence. Somebody said to me 
the other day, a reporter, a very nice reporter, “But, Mr. Trump, you’re not a nice person.” That’s true. But actually I am. I think I 
am a nice person. People that know me, like me. Does my family like me? I think so, right. Look at my family. I’m proud of my 
family. By the way, speaking of my family, Melania, Barron, Kai, Donnie, Don, Vanessa, Tiffany, Evanka did a great job. Did she do a 
great job? Great. Jared (ph), Laura and Eric, I’m very proud of my family. They’re a great family. So the reporter said to me the 
other day, “But, Mr. Trump, you’re not a nice person. How can you get people to vote for you?” I said, “I don’t know.” I said, “I 
think that number one, I am a nice person. I give a lot of money away to charities and other things. I think I’m actually a very nice 
person.” But, I said, “This is going to be an election that’s based on competence, because people are tired of these nice people. And 
they’re tired of being ripped off by everybody in the world. And they’re tired of spending more money on education than any 
nation in the world per capita, than any nation in the world, and we are 26th in the world, 25 countries are better than us in 
education. And some of them are like third world countries. But we’re becoming a third word country, because of our 
infrastructure, our airports, our roads, everything. So one of the things I did, and I said, you know what I’ll do. I’ll do it. Because a lot 
of people said, “He’ll never run. Number one, he won’t want to give up his lifestyle.” They’re right about that, but I’m doing it. 
Number two, I’m a private company, so nobody knows what I’m worth. And the one thing is that when you run, you have to 
announce and certify to all sorts of governmental authorities your net worth. So I said, “That’s OK.” I’m proud of my net worth. I’ve 
done an amazing job. I started off — thank you — I started off in a small office with my father in Brooklyn and Queens, and my 
father said — and I love my father. I learned so much. He was a great negotiator. I learned so much just sitting at his feet playing 
with blocks listening to him negotiate with subcontractors. But I learned a lot. But he used to say, “Donald, don’t go into 
Manhattan. That’s the big leagues. We don’t know anything about that. Don’t do it.” I said, “I gotta go into Manhattan. I gotta build 
those big buildings. I gotta do it, Dad. I’ve gotta do it.” And after four or five years in Brooklyn, I ventured into Manhattan and did a 
lot of great deals — the Grand Hyatt Hotel. I was responsible for the convention center on the west side. I did a lot of great deals, 
and I did them early and young. And now I’m building all over the world, and I love what I’m doing. But they all said, a lot of the 
pundits on television, “Well, Donald will never run, and one of the main reasons is he’s private and he’s probably not as successful 
as everybody thinks.” So I said to myself, you know, nobody’s ever going to know unless I run, because I’m really proud of my 
success. I really am. I’ve employed — I’ve employed tens of thousands of people over my lifetime. That means medical. That means 
education. That means everything. So a large accounting firm and my accountants have been working for months, because it’s big 
and complex, and they’ve put together a statement, a financial statement, just a summary. But everything will be filed eventually 
with the government, and we don’t extensions or anything. We’ll be filing it right on time. We don’t need anything. And it was even 
reported incorrectly yesterday, because they said, “He had assets of $9 billion.” So I said (ph), “No, that’s the wrong number. That’s 
the wrong number. Not assets.” So they put together this. And before I say it, I have to say this. I made it the old-fashioned way. It’s 
real estate. You know, it’s real estate. It’s labor, and it’s unions good and some bad and lots of people that aren’t in unions, and it’s 
all over the place and building all over the world. And I have assets — big accounting firm, one of the most highly respected — 9 
billion 240 million dollars. And I have liabilities of about $500 million (ph). That’s long-term debt, very low interest rates. In fact, 
one of the big banks came to me and said, “Donald, you don’t have enough borrowings. Could we loan you $4 billion”? I said, “I 
don’t need it. I don’t want it. And I’ve been there. I don’t want it.” But in two seconds, they give me whatever I wanted. So I have a 
total net worth, and now with the increase, it’ll be well-over $10 billion. But here, a total net worth of — net worth, not assets, not 
— a net worth, after all debt, after all expenses, the greatest assets — Trump Tower, 1290 Avenue of the Americas, Bank of 
America building in San Francisco, 40 Wall Street, sometimes referred to as the Trump building right opposite the New York — 
many other places all over the world. So the total is $8,737,540,00. Now I’m not doing that… I’m not doing that to brag, because 
you know what? I don’t have to brag. I don’t have to, believe it or not. I’m doing that to say that that’s the kind of thinking our 
country needs. We need that thinking. We have the opposite thinking. We have losers. We have losers. We have people that don’t 
have it. We have people that are morally corrupt. We have people that are selling this country down the drain. So I put together 
this statement, and the only reason I’m telling you about it today is because we really do have to get going, because if we have 
another three or four years — you know, we’re at $8 trillion now. We’re soon going to be at $20 trillion.TRUMP: According to the 
economists — who I’m not big believers in, but, nevertheless, this is what they’re saying — that $24 trillion — we’re very close — 
that’s the point of no return. $24 trillion. We will be there soon. That’s when we become Greece. That’s when we become a 
country that’s unsalvageable. And we’re gonna be there very soon. We’re gonna be there very soon. So, just to sum up, I would do 
various things very quickly. I would repeal and replace the big lie, Obamacare.I would build a great wall, and nobody builds walls 
better than me, believe me, and I’ll build them very inexpensively, I will build a great, great wall on our southern border. And I will 
have Mexico pay for that wall. Mark my words. Nobody would be tougher on ISIS than Donald Trump. Nobody. I will find — within 
our military, I will find the General Patton or I will find General MacArthur, I will find the right guy. I will find the guy that’s going to 
take that military and make it really work. Nobody, nobody will be pushing us around. I will stop Iran from getting nuclear weapons. 
And we won’t be using a man like Secretary Kerry that has absolutely no concept of negotiation, who’s making a horrible and 
laughable deal, who’s just being tapped along as they make weapons right now, and then goes into a bicycle race at 72 years old, 
and falls and breaks his leg. I won’t be doing that. And I promise I will never be in a bicycle race. That I can tell you. I will 
immediately terminate President Obama’s illegal executive order on immigration, immediately. Fully support and back up the 
Second Amendment. Now, it’s very interesting. Today I heard it. Through stupidity, in a very, very hard core prison, interestingly 
named Clinton, two vicious murderers, two vicious people escaped, and nobody knows where they are. And a woman was on 
television this morning, and she said, “You know, Mr. Trump,” and she was telling other people, and I actually called her, and she 
said, “You know, Mr. Trump, I always was against guns. I didn’t want guns. And now since this happened” — it’s up in the prison 
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area — “my husband and I are finally in agreement, because he wanted the guns. We now have a gun on every table. We’re ready 
to start shooting.” I said, “Very interesting.” So protect the Second Amendment. End — end Common Core. Common Core should 
— it is a disaster. Bush is totally in favor of Common Core. I don’t see how he can possibly get the nomination. He’s weak on 
immigration. He’s in favor of Common Core. How the hell can you vote for this guy? You just can’t do it. We have to end — 
education has to be local. Rebuild the country’s infrastructure. Nobody can do that like me. Believe me. It will be done on time, on 
budget, way below cost, way below what anyone ever thought. I look at the roads being built all over the country, and I say I can 
build those things for one-third. What they do is unbelievable, how bad. You know, we’re building on Pennsylvania Avenue, the Old 
Post Office, we’re converting it into one of the world’s great hotels. It’s gonna be the best hotel in Washington, D.C. We got it from 
the General Services Administration in Washington. The Obama administration. We got it. It was the most highly sought after — or 
one of them, but I think the most highly sought after project in the history of General Services. We got it. People were shocked, 
Trump got it. Well, I got it for two reasons. Number one, we’re really good. Number two, we had a really good plan. And I’ll add in 
the third, we had a great financial statement. Because the General Services, who are terrific people, by the way, and talented 
people, they wanted to do a great job. And they wanted to make sure it got built. So we have to rebuild our infrastructure, our 
bridges, our roadways, our airports. You come into La Guardia Airport, it’s like we’re in a third world country. You look at the 
patches and the 40-year-old floor. They throw down asphalt, and they throw. You look at these airports, we are like a third world 
country. And I come in from China and I come in from Qatar and I come in from different places, and they have the most incredible 
airports in the world. You come to back to this country and you have LAX, disaster. You have all of these disastrous airports. We 
have to rebuild our infrastructure. Save Medicare, Medicaid and Social Security without cuts. Have to do it. Get rid of the fraud. Get 
rid of the waste and abuse, but save it. People have been paying it for years. And now many of these candidates want to cut it. You 
save it by making the United States, by making us rich again, by taking back all of the money that’s being lost. Renegotiate our 
foreign trade deals. Reduce our $18 trillion in debt, because, believe me, we’re in a bubble. We have artificially low interest rates. 
We have a stock market that, frankly, has been good to me, but I still hate to see what’s happening. We have a stock market that is 
so bloated. Be careful of a bubble because what you’ve seen in the past might be small potatoes compared to what happens. So be 
very, very careful. And strengthen our military and take care of our vets. So, so important. Sadly, the American dream is dead. Bring 
it back. But if I get elected president I will bring it back bigger and better and stronger than ever before, and we will make America 
great again. Thank you. Thank you very much. 
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Well our prayers are with the people of France tonight but that is not enough. We need to have a resolve that will bring the world 
together to rule out the kind of radical jihadist ideology that motivates organizations like ISIS, a barbaric, ruthless, violent, jihadist 
terrorist group. This election is not only about electing a president it is also about choosing our next commander in chief and I will 
be laying out in detail what I think we need to do, with our friends and allies in Europe and elsewhere, to do a better job of 
coordinating efforts against discourage of terrorism. Our country deserves no less because all the other issues we wanted to deal 
with depend upon us to be secure and strong. 
 
